Appendix "C”
Comments Received

School Boards

The York Catholic District School Board is requesting a Catholic elementary school site,
consistent in size and configuration with the policy requirements of the board, and that
any deviation from this policy must come back to the board for approval.

The York Region District School Board is requesting two public elementary school sites
that meet the Board’s standards. They have asked that the Official Plan schedules be
amended to show two public elementary school sites in stand alone locations, preferably

adjacent to parkland.

Town statt, through the region-led planning coordination process, will continue to work
with representatives of the two school boards to find a mutually acceptable solution to the
request, by the two boards, for stand alone school sites, versus co-location, as anticipated
by the Master Plan and Secondary Plan. The location and built form of the schools will

also be further refined at the precinct plan stage.

York Region

The comments from York Region are, in large part, based on the work and
recommendations of the Region-led planning co-ordination process for the Richmond
Hill/Langstaft Gateway Urban Growth Centre, as discussed above. Therefore, given the
recommendations and next steps identified in each of the two Regional reports, the
Region considers their comments to be preliminary. The comments do identify a number
of issues to be addressed, and studies to be completed before they will consider
approving the Official Plan Amendments and the new Secondary Plan.

The 1ssues identified by the Region related to: density, land use mix, and development
phasing.

e Density

The proposed density of approximately 1,000 people and jobs exceeds the
200 people and jobs per gross hectare, minimum requirement of the
Provincial Growth Plan and the Regional Official Plan. However, given
the magnitude of the density, anticipated for the planning period to 2031
the Region would like some further analysis to demonstrate how the
proposed density 1s appropriate and achievable. (Richmond Hill and
Vaughan have also expressed concerns with the proposed density. )

e [and Use Mix ~
The Region’s Official Plan policy (5.4.20 g) states: “That the planning
and mplementation of Regional Centres will provide...a long term
resident-to-emplovee target ratio of 1:1.".  The Langstaft Gateway
Secondary Plan anticipates approximately two residents for every one
emplovee (200 (This s tor the Langstaff Gateway portion of the
Richmond Hill Fanestatt Gateway Urban Growth Centre. Richmond Hill
s targenng o L orationy The Regton does recognizes that the number of
jobsas a signficant contribution to employment within the € rban Growth

Centre.



e Development Phasig

The Region has recognized that the inclusion of phasing polictes s critical
to achieving a complete community in every phasc of development.
However. the Region is concerned that the 5.000 Phase 1 restdential untts
is equally divided between the lands cast and west of the CNR tracks. The
Region prefers that a high proportion of the Phase 1 development be
directed to lands west of the CNR tracks to maximize access to Yonge
Street, and the existing and proposed services within that corndor.

The Town should continue to work with the Region, through the on-going planning co-
ordination process, to address these issues.

As discussed earlier in this report the Region is planning on leading three studies related
to development in the Richmond Hill/'Langstaff Gateway Urban Growth Centre. The
centre-wide studies to be completed are: a transportation study, an analysis of water and
wastewater servicing and stormwater management, and a financial analysis. The Region
will be using these studies as a basis to inform their approval, including modifications, of
the Official Plan Amendments and the Secondary Plan. These studies are to be
completed prior to approval of the Official Plan Amendments and a new Secondary Plan.

The Town should continue to work collaboratively with York Region, through the
Region-led planning coordination process, to resolve these 1ssues.

Richmond Hill
The Town of Richmond Hill provided comments on the proposed Official Plan

amendment and new Secondary plan prior to the Public Meeting. (The comments were
summarized in the March 2%, 2010 report to Development Services Committee titled:
“Information Report: Draft Official Plan Amendment and New Secondary Plan for the
Langstaff Portion ot the Richmond Hill/Langstaff Urban Growth Centre”. Their
comments and concerns are similar to and echo the comments raised by the Region.
Richmond Hill is concerned with Height and Density, the Balance of Proposed [and
Uses. Transit Facilities and Location, Connectivity Across the Urban Growth Centre,
Transportation Capacity and Mode Split, and Triggers.

The concerns raised by the Town of Richmond Hill should also be addressed through the
ongoing Region-led planning co-ordination efforts. ‘

Vaughan
The City of Vaughan has raised concerns with respect to the density proposed and the

impact on area traffic.  They are particularly concerned with the operation of the
Longbridge/Yonge Street intersection, and the proposed commuter parking lot on the
hvdro corridor lands west of Yonge Street (outside of the Langstaff Gateway Planning
District). They are also concerned with the reasonableness of the 60% modal split target.
They are of the opinion that approval of the study 1s premature; unttl the results of the
macro transportation study ts complete.

Hhe concerns rhsad by the Citv of Vaughan will continue to be addressed thirough the

ongoimy Regton-fed plannmg co-ordimation ciforts.



Foronto and Region Conservation Authority

The Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) provided comments on the
proposed Ofticial Plan amendments and new Secondary Plan, including the Technical
Amendment to the Thernhtll Secondary Plan, They had no concerns with the Technical
Amendment, but did suggest that policies could also be added to the Thormbhill Secondary
Plan regarding anticipated enhancements to the Pomona Mill Creek, and sustainability
policies to apply to the Thornhill Planning District. Given the purely technical nature of
this amendment 1t is not appropriate to add new policics, at this time. A separate review
ot the Thornhtll Secondary Plan is required add new policies.

Part | Comments
The TRCA asked for the wording, in the non-operative part of the Official Plan

amendment, regarding the Provincial Policy Statement (Section 4.1.3) to be strengthened
with respect to the protection of natural features. Staft reviewed the Section in question
and are of the opinion that the wording reflects the general intent ot the Provincial Policy

Statement, in this regard.

The TRCA also wording to be added regarding the watershed plan for the Don River. A
new section (Section 4.1.5) regarding the Don River watershed was added to clarify that
the Don watershed plan shall be used to assist the Town and guide development, and

water and waste water servicing decisions.

Part 11 Comments

The TRCA asked that wording regarding sustainable development practices, and the
preservation and enhancement of natural features, be added to the Regional Centre
Polices (Section 3.16.2). Two lines were added at the end of Sub-section 3.1.6.2. a), to
address this comment to ensure that Regional Centres are planned to: encourage
sustainable development practices, and are planned to preserve and enhance existing

natural features.

The TRCA noted that the boundaries of the Environmental Protection Areas, shown on
Schedule *F” and *Appendix Map | are not based on approved studies. Schedule “F°
amends Schedule *1” — Environmental Protection Areas, of the Official Plan. The Official
Plan already has policies that allow minor adjustments to the boundary of Environmental
Protection Areas without an amendment to the Plan providing the intent of the Plan is
maintained. “Appendix Map " 1s in a non-operative part of the plan, and it is intended
that the map be referred to in a conceptual manner only. An amendment to the Official
Plan is not required to make adjustments to the boundaries.

Part 111 Comments ,
The TRCA has similar comments about the policies context for support of the natural

environment and sustainability. Wording to contirm that complete communities should
also “preserve and enhance the natural environment, where appropriate’ was added to

section 4.2 Policy Context.

The TRCA asked that the objectives tor a Mixed Used Centre (Sub-Section 4.4.3) he
strengthen o highlight that the environment should be meluded when mtegrating balance
andd diversity to the community, Additonal wordime was added 1o contfirm that a “Mixed



Use Centre™ is to “protect and incorporate existing natural fecatures into the site as

amenitics of unique value’

In Section 4.5 Principles sub-section 1) Built Form and Site Design the TRCA
commented that additional emphasis should be added with regard to consideration of the
natural features. No change was incorporated into sub-section f) as sub-scction d) speaks
to Environmental principles.

This comment about Section 6.1 (a) and (e) is similar to previous comments regarding
adjustments to boundary of the Environmental Protection Area. Additional wording was
added to Section 6.7.2 b) to clarify that the boundary of the Environmental Protection
Area is approximate and may be adjusted based on a detailed technical study without an

amendment to the plan.

The TRCA has asked that studies and approvals. for municipal facilities within the
Environmental Protection Area, be satisfactory to the TRCA. However, Section 6.1
General Policies — All Lands, sub-section (g) says that all municipal facilities and utilities
are permitted in any land use designation, except the Environmental Protection Areas and
Parks and Open Space Designations.  Section 6.7.2 (d) Environmental Protection Area
does recognize that some infrastructure shall be required to cross the valley land to
support development. In this circumstance the facilities are allowed, subject to approval

of the Town and the TRCA.

The TRCA has asked that the list of Other Application Related Studies in Section 11.3.2
be expanded to include some very specific studies related to the TRCA's mandate.
Rather than expand the list to include agency specific studies, wording has been add to
clarify that other technical studies may be required, not only by the Town of Markham,
but by senior levels of government, including provincial ministries and agencies.

The TRCA has asked that the *...boundaries of the channel and open space block should
be designed and developed prior to initiating the other studies and designs for the
precinct...” The design of the boundaries of the channel and open space block can occur
concurrently with the other precinct studies.

Ministry of Transportation
The routing of the 407 Transitway should be shown on the Schedules as identified in the

ongoing 407 Transitway Environmental Assessment. Schedule “FF* — Transportation
Plan and Schedule *GG® — Transit Plan have been revised to show the routing from the
ongoing 407 Transitway Environmental Assessment.

Transportation studics may be requested and are subject to the approval of the Ministry of
Transportation approval. Additional wording was added to Section 8.1.4 Transportation
Studies to clarify that the Ministry of Transportation, 407 ETR andror the Town may
require Transportation Impact Studies, and that they shall be completed to the satistaction
of the Ministry of Transportation. 407 ETR and/or the Town.

Section 11,9 Suhdivisions and Consents Subsection [1.9.1.hy . review satisfactory to
the MTOU 407 FTR and the Town,



As there are a number of other agencies and ministries that have to review and approv
subdivisions and consents the Ministry ot Transportation does not need to be listed
separately. The Mmustry of Transportation requires permits, and the Town will circulate
subdivision and consent applications to them to comment.

Holv Cross Cemetery
The representative of Holy Cross Cemetery provided comments in five categories. They
are: Project Overview. Design Prmuplcs Master Plan, Circulation and Transit, and

Development Guidelines.

Project Overview

e Storm water runoff from the Langstatt Gateway Area to the cemetery is only on a
temporary basis

e Concerned with the proposed orientation of the buildings cast of the CNR, mitigate
“overlook™ by revising the proposed building orientation

Development Services Commission staff are aware of the issue of Storm Water
Management related to the site, and will continue to work with representatives of the
Holy Cross Cemetery as the Storm Water Management studies are further refined.

Section 7.3.1 of the new Secondary Plan includes provisions that state: “Development
will be compatible with adjacent and neighbouring development by ensuring that the
design of new buildings does not result in undue impacts of adjacent properties,
particularly in regard to...overlook and other environmental factors in all stages of
development”.  The design of the buildings, and their impact on neighbouring will be

closely evaluated at the site plan stage.

Design Principles
* Insufficient active & passive recreation areas may encourage trespass into cemetery

The total amount of open space and amenity area includes, not only the public open space
that will be dedicated to the Town, but also private open space for example roof top
decks, and private areas to which the public will be able to access, such as court yards.

Master Plan
¢ Part of the woodlot is located on lands owned by the cemetery. The Cemetery would

like input into the woodlot management plan
e Wants tower sctbacks to cemetery to be the same as those to the transit green

The Cemetery will be asked to participate in the preparation of the woodlot management
plan. The location of the towers will be reviewed in more detail at the precinct plan
stage. and sertbacks regulated m the zoning by-laws.

Circulation & Transit
e Concerned with the location of the Passenger Pick-up & drop off on the west side of
Yonge St opposite the cemetery entrance



Statf, through the Yonge Street North Corridor Study and:or through the Richmond
Hill/ Langstatt Gateway Mobility Station and Rapid Transit Peer Review, will ook for
options for a passenger pick-up and drop off on the cast side of Yonge Street.

Development Guidelines

e Wants input to the study for the restoration of Pomona Mills Creek

e Building orientation to the east of the CNR

e Object to the re-alignment and’or widening of Langstaff Road near Bayview. that
bisects the east portion of the cemetery

Holy Cross Cemetery will be consulted regarding the restoration of Pomona Mills Creek,
particularly with respect to improvements for the portion of the creek that bisects the

cemetery lands.

Bell Canada
The comments from Bell Canada were with regards to the technical Official Plan

amendment. This amendment to the Thornhill Secondary Plan will remove the Langstaft
Gateway from the Thornhill Secondary Plan Planning Area. The provisions for the
Langstaff Gateway area and the cemetery are being separated so that Langstaff Gateway
can be removed from the Thornhill Secondary Plan and the status quo regarding the
cemetery provisions maintained. The cemetery lands do not form part of the Richmond
Hill/Langstaff Urban Growth Centre, and are not proposed for redevelopment or
intensification as part of the new Langstaff Master Plan. Consequently, it is not
recommended that technical amendment process be used to amend the Thornhill
Secondary.  Updates to the Thombhill Secondary Plan would require a much more
extensive review that is not within the scope of this process.

Eileen Liasi
The comments from Eileen Liasi are grouped in four areas: Height and Density,
Transportation, Servicing. and Section 37 Bonusing.

Height & Density

e Population is too high

e Building heights are too high

e People jobs ratio not meeting the Regions target

Transportation

e Questions non-auto mode split targets

e Walking distance from cast end to the GO train is too tar
e Increase in auto traftic on Bayview & Leslic

Servicing
e Development impact on ground water & flows to Pomona Creck

The comments regarding Height and Density. Transportation, and Servicmg are simtlar to
those of the Region. and are to be resolved through the Region-led planning coordination
process, prior o final approval of the Official Plan amendments and the new Secondary

Pianmn



Planning Act Section 37
¢ Questions how Planning Act Section 37 Provisions will be implemented

Section 11.6.2 of the Secondary Plan includes provisions regarding the application of
Section 37 of Planning Act. A Section 37 By-law may be cnacted by Council to achieve
the Town's objective of obtaining certain facilities, services or other matters which would
not otherwise be secured under other provisions of the Planning Act or the Development
Charges Act, and which may be of particular benefit to the Langstaff- Gateway
community or the Town at Large. A separate report titled “Recommended Section 37
Official Plan Policies and Guidelines for Implementation™ that was received by
Development Services Committee on May 117, 2010.



April 30, 2010

Ms. Valerie Shuttleworth
Director of Planning
TOWN OF MARKHAM
101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, ON L3R 9W3

Dear Ms. Shuttleworth:
Re:  Proposed Development Application

Proposed Official Plan Amendment & New Secondary Plan (DRAFT)
for Langstaff Gateway, Town of Markham

At the regular meeting of the York Region District School Board held on April 29, 2010, the
following recommendations were approved:

(*) 1. That the Board will require 2 public elementary school sites which meet the
Board’s site standards within the Proposed Official Plan Amendment & New
Secondary Plan for Langstaft' Gateway, Town of Markham.

(*) 2. That the Land Use Schedules for the Proposed Official Plan Amendment & New
Secondary Plan for Langstaff Gateway depict each of the two public elementary
school sites in stund alone locations preferably adjacent to parkland.

(*) 3. That the Director of Planning for the Town of Markham be advised of this action.

If further information or clarification is required, please contact our office.

Yours truly,

Ralph Benson
Superintendent of Corporate Planning

copy: Jane Ross, Manager, Accommodation Planning & Property Development, YRDSB
Tom Pechkovsky, York Catholic District School Board
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April 27,2010

David Miller

Senior Project Coordinator
The Town of Markham
101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, ON L3R 9W3

Dear Mr. Miller,
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Re: Langstaff Draft Official Plan Amendment and Secondary Plarf Comments

Town of Markham

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Langstaff Draft Official Plan Am
Plan, as received by email on March 23, 2010. ‘

andment and Secondary

On April 6, 2010, the Board of Trustees reviewed a staff report outlining the Lz-*wgstaff Secondary Plan,

and passed the following motions:

1) THAT the Board DESIGNATE & Catholic elementary school site, which i
configuration with the policy and requirements of our school board, within the Lal
the Town of Markham,

and
2) THAT any deviation from this must come back to the Board for approval.

ficonsistent in size and
pstaff Secondary Pian in

There was considerable discussion on the Langstaff Secondary Plan, and par
#n, please note that our

the potential co-location with the York Region District School Board. [n addit
comments provided on January 21, 2010 with respect o the secondary plan
forward to meeting with you to discuss this in more detail.

Sincerely,
R Y

Christine Hyde
Planner

o ¢ oessica Peake. YRLSB - fax only

cular concern regarding

ficy stilt apply. We look

if you require further information, piease contact me directiy at 905-7 13-1211 exty 12360.
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0 Rgglon Planning and Development Services Department

April 29, 2010

Jim Baird, Commissioner ot Development Services
Town of Markham

Development Services Commission

101 Town Centre Boulevard

Markham, ON

L3R 9W3

Dear Mr. Baird:

Re:  Regional Comments
Draft Secondary Plan for Langstaff Gateway Planning Area

Town-initiated )

As requested, these are the Region’s comments on the Town'’s draft secondary for the Langstaff
Gateway, dated February 12, 2010. The comments are based on, and are consistent with, the
Region-led planning coordination process for the Richmond Hill/Langstaff Gateway Regional
Centre and Provincial Urban Growth Centre, and the recommendations and next steps arising
from that process to-date, as adopted by Regional Council on April 22, 2010 (please refer to the
attached staff report — Attachment 1), therefore, these comments should be considered
preliminary until these Regional Centre-wide studies and analyses are complete, consistent with
the direction of Regional Council. This work is ongoing in collaboration with staff from
Markham, Richmond Hill, and neighbouring Vaughan, and consistent with the direction of

Regional Council.

The draft secondary plan reflects the Town’s completed Master Plan for its segment of the
Richmond Hill/Langstaff Gateway Regional Centre and Provincial Urban Growth Centre (“‘the
Centre™), prepared by Calthorpe Associates and Ferris + Associates. As such, the secondary plan
proposes a dense, urban, mixed-use and transit-dependant development scheme to be developed
in three phases yielding a population of up to 32,000 residents and no less than 15,000
employees over the 47 hectare site for a combined gross density of 1,000 people and jobs per

hectare.

The Centre, as a whole, is a tremendous city-building opportunity for the Region and the Towns
of Markham and Richmond Hill. Markham’s draft secondary plan for its segment of Centre
contains details that require further examination, in the context of the broader Centre, to more
fully address the issues identified through our planning coordination process. These issues, and
approaches to progress their resolution, are detailed in the adopted report and recommendations
to the April 7, 2010 meeting of the Regional Planning and Economic Development Committee.

sket Ontario L3Y §71
EEREEE-Y:
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Those issues requiring further analysis. based on the work arising from the planning coordination
process for the Regional Centre, are outlined below in the context of the current draft of the
secondary plan for the Langstaff Gateway.

Density.

The current proposed build-out density of 1,000 people and jobs per gross hectare far exceeds the
minimum requirements ot the Provincial Growth Plan and the Regional Official Plan, being 200
people and jobs per gross hectare, and 2.5 FSI (which yields approximately 450 people and jobs
per gross hectare, based on an even mix of residential and non-residential land uses) per
development block, respectively.

While we acknowledge that high densities will be required to establish a robust and successful
Centre over time, the magnitude of the density proposed in the draft secondary plan, within the
legislated planning period (e.g. 2031), should be subject to further analysis by the Town. This
analysis should take the form of an assessment that demonstrates how this proposed density 1s
appropriate and practically achievable for the site, in consideration of its relatively constrained
naturc in comparison to the Richmond Hill segment of the Centre, and the current proposed
density of 450 people and jobs per gross hectare for that segment. The Town of Richmond Hill
and City of Vaughan have each formally expressed an issue with the density proposed on the
Langstaff Gateway segment of the Centre.

Land use mix.

The current proposed land use scheme would translate into a resident-to-employee ratio that is
above the Regional Official Plan target of 1:1 for the Regional Centres. As currently proposed,
the secondary plan would generate slightly more than 2 residents for every 1 employee within
the Langstaff Gateway segment of the Centre. While we recognize that this segment of the
Centre may serve a unique role, and although the projected number of employees is still a
significant contribution to employment within the Centre, this proposed ratio is not consistent
with Regional Official Plan policy (5.4.20).

We will continue to work with you to explore opportunities to better align with the Regional
target as the planning for the Centre, as a whole, evolves. The required density analysis,
described carlier in this letter, may result in a higher ratio of employment to residential, while
maintaining the current proposed employment designations and densities. It is an important and
shared objective — as confirmed through our planning coordination process — to ensure the
protection and ultimate build-out of designated employment lands within the Centre; recognizing
employment’s critical role in successful city-building.

Development phasing.

The current proposed development phasing policies of the secondary plan, as outlined in Policy
11.5.2, are precise and excellent. They specify thresholds of development related to specific
requirements for infrastructure, community services, and parks and open space. This is consistent
with the recommended approach arising trom the planning coordination process and Regronal
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Official Plan policy (6.4.20.1). However, we note that issues have been raised by the Town of
Richmond Hill with respect to the proposed sequencing of development; wherein it is proposed
within Phase | to distribute up to 5.000 residential units on lands both west and east of the CNR
tracks. Likewise, we would prefer that all (or at least a very high proportion) of Phase | be
directed to lands west of the tracks to maximize access to Yonge Street, and the existing and
proposed (e.g. subway) services within that corridor.

Arising from the planning coordination process, and as adopted by Regional Council, additional
studies being led by the Region for transportation and servicing, in particular, will further assist
1s assessing the infrastructure requirements for the entire Regional Centre, and contribute to the
confirmation of the most appropriate development phasing schemes in relation to those
requirements. This work will also serve to further substantiate the need for the timely
implementation of the extension of the Yonge Subway to the Centre.

Further studies and analyses to support the Regional Centre

The Region, arising from the recommendations of the planning coordination process for the
Centre, has adopted a specific set of actions and requirements to assist in working towards the
planning approvals for the Centre, in continued coordination with Markham and Richmond Hill.
Key elements of this approach are the completion of a:

e Centre-wide transportation study led by the Region to build on, and provide a Regional
scale for, the local municipal transportation studies completed by Markham and Richmond
Hill for their respective segments of the Centre (see Attachment 2 for Regional staff report
to initiate and fund the study);

* Further, Region-led analysis of required water and wastewater servicing, and stormwater
management. This will consolidate and build on the local municipal servicing studies, and
identify potential gaps and recommend solutions with respect to required Centre-wide
improvements and the identification of system efficiencies;

* Comprehensive, Region-led financial analysis for the Centre to broadly assess
development costs and revenues across the Centre, and to identify areas where new
financial tools could be used, based on the emerging land use schemes and anticipated
infrastructure costs arising from the further studies, and;

* Regional Official Plan Amendment to set out Centre-wide policies and thresholds to guide
and support local planning approvals, and the subsequent build-out of the Centre.

In addition to the above, the next steps will include the confirmation of a prioritized inventory of
required community facilities and services, and continued liaison with the Province on such
critical issues as the extension of the Yonge Subway to the Centre, and financial tools. We
propose to have all of the above elements substantially complete by the end of 2010. This will
position the Region and the local municipalities to more fully assess the secondary plans for the
Centre, and to progress the secondary plans for approval by the Region.

Achieving a robust and vibrant city centre at the crossroads of the Regjon at Yonge Street and

Highway 7 is a chief Regional interest. The Regional Council-adopted next steps wili ensure that
an instructive. and supportive, policy and implementation framework 1s in place for the Centre as
4 whole. Further. this will support the timely approvals of the secondary plans for the Centre. and
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provide clear and tirm guidance tor subsequent development approvals by the local
municipalities.

Additional policies and/or modifications to existing proposed policies in the draft secondary plan
will likely be necessary if the adoption ot the secondary plan proceeds in advance of the
progression and completion of the Centre-wide studies and analyses over the next several
months. Such would be required to ensure, for example, that any additional required
infrastructure or services identified through the studies are incorporated into the Town’s
development phasing plan for its segment ot the Centre. We do acknowledge, however, that
many approaches arising from the planning coordination process for the Centre, particularly in
the area of detailed phasing and staging, have been incorporated into the draft secondary plan.

We will continue to work with your staff to advance the planning and implementation of the
Langstaff Gateway, and the Regional Centre as a whole. Although there are some aspects of the
proposed secondary plan that require turther analysis, the recommended actions (e.g. studies)
arising from the planning coordination process will serve to advance the timely resolution of any
outstanding issues and/or required information. In the meantime, please contact me, or Sean
Hertel, Senior Planner, should you have any questions or comments.

Sincerely,

/
LS f”{/‘

e
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., KPP

Heather Konefat, M.C.1.P
Director, Community Planning

Attachments (2)

Attachment { — Planning Coordination for the Richmond HilliT angstaff Gateway Regional Centre and Provincial
Urban Growth Centre - Summary of Process. recommendation and Next Steps™. Clause No. 1,
Report No. 3, Regional Planning and Economic Development Comumittee. April 7. 2010, as adopted

by Regional Council on April 22, 2010

Attachment 2 - ~Richmond Hill Centre/Langstatf Urban Growth Centre - 'ransportation Study”™.
Clause No. 1. Report No. 4, Regional Transportation Services Committee.
April 7. 2010. as adopted by Regional Council on April 22, 2010

Copy: Ana Bassios. Commissioner of Planning and Development, Town of Richmond Hill
Patrick Lee. Director of Policy Planning. Town ef Richmond Hill
John Zipay. Commissioner of Planning and Building. City of Vaughun
Diana Birchall. Director of Policy Planning & Urban Design. City of Vaughan

G Development DOS - Officnal Plan - Region-Centres, Comdors & Suhway Progrm Yonge South Markham Langstalf Area Land Use Master
Plan Cominents Drafl Secondary Plan Connnents - Apri 29 110 Jou



GRIDLOCK Notes for March 3, °10
On Feb 16" I pointed out that the Provincial Planning Act is defective in two points:

The is NO protection for existing property owners against impact from substantially
larger buildings next or close to them

The “Target” for modal split of 80% - some say it 1s now 60% is just not appropriate for
our area. We have GRIDLOCK now!!! You cannot add to it without some hard evidence
that active work is underway.

There is space for the fourth hydro line on the NORTH side of the present three and the
space for transit is on the SOUTH side. You cannot block the reserve hydro space.

The “Hub’ terminal should be designed BEFORE choices are blocked.

I have not heard of any active work to reduce the GO Rail service time from the 35
minutes to Union Station to maybe 18 with possibly an interchange with the Bloor -
Danforth subway at Broadview to relieve the Boor/Yonge chaos that exists today.

It appears that Metrolinx, TTC, York Region, and the other stake holders have not
solved their “glass walls” condition.

I'applaud the savings in TIME and Public-Private co-operation. And [ have suggested a
way for the funds to be provided.

TG March 3,10 )
7 /
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April 12,2010

David Miller, Senior Project Coordinator
Development Services Committee

Town of Markham

101 Town Centre Boulevard,

Markham, ON L3R 9W3

RE:  Proposed Official Plan Amendment and Secondary Plan for the Langstaff Area

Dear Mr. Miller,

This is in response to the request for comments in your e-mail dated March 23, 2010 concerning the
Langstaff Gateway Draft Official Plan and Secondary Plan Amendments. Richmond Hill Staff reiterate
our previous comments, which remain the same as set out in our past submissions on the Langstaff
OPA and Secondary Plan. Richmond Hill's formal comments are contained in my letter dated February
26, 2010 and also in Staff Report SRPD.10.031 to the Richmond Hill Committee of the Whole dated
March 1, 2010; the recommendations of which have been approved by Richmond Hill Council. That
Staff report and the resolution from Richmond Hill's Committee of the Whole was forwarded to the

Town of Markham by the Richmond Hill Clerk on March 2, 2010.

The concerns previously identified by Richmond Hill remain the same and it is requested that the
approval of the proposed Official Plan Amendment and Secondary Plan for Langstaff be deferred on
the basis that it is premature pending the Regional Official Plan Amendment for the Urban Growth
Centre and completion of the necessary studies being undertaken by York Region in collaboration with
the Town of Richmond Hill, City of Vaughan and Town of Markham.

If you require any clarification on the above, please contact Paul Freeman, Manager of Policy or Brian
DeFreitas, Planner IT at 905-771-8910.

Yours truly,

Ana Bassios
Comnussioner of Plannig and Development

ce: Jim Baird, Commissioncr of Development Services
Heather Konetat, Director of Community Planning
Pawi Freeman, Manager of Pelicy
Brian Delrertas, Planner 1
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Town of Richmond Hill

RECEIVED
PO Box 20
MAR 1 8 2010 225 East Beaver Creek Road
Richmond Hill, Ontirio
TOWN OF MARKHAM Canada 14C 3Y5
CLERKS DEPT. G05-77 [-8500
{ www.richmondhilf ca

March 15 2010

Kimberley Kitteringham, Town Clerk
Markham Civic Centre
101 Town Centre Boulevard.
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R

Markham, Ontario

L3R 9W3

Dear Kimberley

Kitteringham:

Re: Comments on the Markham Langstaff Master Plan and Proposed Official Plan
Amendment and Secondary Plan for the Langstaff area in the Town of Markham - File

No. D10-ST-RE - (SRPD.10.031)

Richmond Hill Town Council, at its Council meeting on March 8, 2010 passed the following
resolution contained in the staff report prepared by the Planning and Development Department
entitled "Comments on the Markham Langstaff Master Plan and Proposed Official Plan
Amendment and Secondary Plan for the Langstaff area in the Town of Markham"

a)

b)

c)

d)

in accordance
attention

That SRPD.10.031 regarding the Markham Langstaff Built Form Master Plan and
the proposed Official Plan Amendment and Secondary Plan for the Langstaff
area in the Town of Markham be received and endorsed:

That the Town Clerk be directed to send a copy of SRPD.10.031 to the Clerk of
the Town of Markham as a formal submission from the Town of Richmond Hill on
the proposed Langstaff Official Plan Amendment and Secondary Plan:

That the Town of Markham be requested to defer the approval of the proposed
Official Plan Amendment and Secondary Plan for the Langstaff area in the Town
of Markham on the basis that it is premature pending the Regional Official Plan
Amendment for the Urban Growth Centre (UGC) and completion of the
necessary studies being undertaken by York Region in collaboration with the
Town of Richmond Hill, City of Vaughan and Town of Markham;

That the Town of Richmond Hill request notification from the Town of Markham

with respect to the decision by the Town of Markham regarding the proposed
Langstaff Official Plan Amendment and proposed Secondary Plan

with Council's directive. the Council resoluton has been forwarded to your



Kimberley Kitteringham
Town Clerk

March 15, 2010

Page 2

If you require further information please contact Ana Bassios. Commissioner of Planning. at
{905) 771-2417

Sincerely,

o

Donna L. MclLarty
Town Clerk

CC. A. Bassios, Commissianer of Planning
K. Kwan, Director of Development Planning



TOWN OF RICHMOND HILL

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
March 01, 2010
SRPD.10.031

Planning and Development Department

Planning

SUBJECT: Comments on the Markham Langstaff Master Plan and Proposed Official
Plan Amendment and Secondary Plan for the Langstaff area in the Town of

Markham
File No. D10-ST-RE

PURPOSE: |
provide comments on the Markham Langstaff Master Plan

The purpose of this staff report is to
and proposed Official Plan Amendment and new Secondary Plan for the Langstaff area in the
Town of Markham.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
a) That Staff Report SRPD.10.031 regarding the Markham Langstaff Built Form
ndment and Secondary Plan for the

Master Plan and the proposed Official Plan Ame
ceived and endorsed;

Langstaff area of in the Town of Markham be re
py of SRPD.10.031 to the Clerk of the

That the Town Clerk be directed to send a co
Town of Markham as a formal submission from the Town of Richmond Hill on the
proposed Langstaff Official Plan Amendment and Secondary Plan;
That the Town of Markham be requested to defer the approval of the proposed
Official Plan Amendment and Secondary Plan for the Langstaff area in the Town of
Markham on the basis that it js premature pending the Regional Official Plan
Amendment for the Urban Growth Centre (UGC) and completion of the necessary
k Region in collaboration with the Town of

studies being undertaken by Yor
Richmond Hill, City of Vaughan and Town of Markham; and,

That the Town of Richmond Hill request notification from the Town of Markham
Markham regarding of the proposed

with respect to the decision by the Town of
Langstaff Official Plan Amendment and proposed Secondary Plan.

Submitted by: _Jx‘,jiroyed by
A - .
vy Ay /\»/ /
A s Zﬂlf

~an Anderton

b)

¢)

d)

[
s e

Ana Bassios
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BACKGROUND

in May of 2008, the Town of Markham ‘nitiated the Langstaff Gateway Land Use and Built
Form Master Plan. The Langstaff site is located by the Town of Markham, south of Highways 7
and 407, and is bounded by Langstaff Road to the north, the Holy Cross Cemetery to the south,
Bayview Avenue to the east and Yonge Sueet {0 the west. The site forms part of the Richmond
Hill/Langstaff Gateway Urban Growth Centre identified under the Frovince of Ontario’s Growth
Plan and is one of four Regional Centres designated in York Region. Lands south of Highway
a

407 north of langstaff Road are within the jurisdiction of the Town of Richmond Hill but are
being considered with the planning of the Markham Langstaff lands. The Langstaff site has a

total gross land area of approximately 47 hectares (116 acres).

The Langstaff Gateway Land Use and Built Form Master Plan was led and completed by
long with support from consultants Ferris and Associates, IBI and MMM

Calthorpe Assoclates a
lcham Council in December of 2009 and

Group. The Plan was endorsed in principle by Mar
features a mix of retail, employment, residential, entertainment and civic uses tied together by a

new street and open space network.
The Langstaff Secondary Plan proposes the following development yields as per the Langstaff
Gateway Land Use and Built Form Master Plan October 2009 report. The development concept

emerging from the study is attached as Appendix ‘A’ to this report.

Site Area 47ha (116 acres)
Proposed Dwelling Units 15.000
Projected Population 32,000
Projected Number of Jobs 15,000

47,000

Total Number of Persons and Jobs

Projected Density (People + Jobs per hectare) 881 people and jobs / ha

REGION OF YORK PLANNING COORDINATION FOR THE RICHMOND
HILL/LANGSTAFF GATEWAY REGIONAL CENTRE AND PROVINCIAL URBAN

GROWTH CENTRE
er 24, 2009 York Region Council approved from their Planning and Economic
tee recommending the Region’s approach to a coordinated framework for

On Septemb
Development Commit
‘he Rickmond Hill/Langstaff Gateway Regional Centre and Urdan Growth Centre (UGC). Waork
oo the LIGC is being coordinated by the Region of York as the approval authority 1o
collabo-ation with staff Tom the Town of Rickmond i, Town of Marlham and City of
Vaughan, As part of the coordinated . the Region has established the following o guide the
development of the UGC ag a cohesive and integrated Centre:
d Principles which collectively are mtended 1o achieve a complete,
The T moiudes prinapies rocufed on Sommcn ienes and

compact and erams VRO The

aramn
erort

diverse,

. A st of Share
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impor:ant issues fac:ng the UGC Including: Land U'se, Building Complete Communities,
Integration. Physical Infrastructure. Implementation and Finance;

Four working sub-groups comprised of Regional staff and specialized staff members from
the area municipalities to work through issues. related options, long-term
recommendations and details of planning policy as it reiates to the following areas:
Physical Infrastructure, Planning & Design, Community Faciiities & Services and

Financial Tools & Models; and
A coordinated Regional Transportation Study/Master Plan for the UGC to assess traffic

impacts and transportation requirements across the UGC.

The ongoing planning coordination for the UGC is being instructed by the shared principles
attached as Appendix “B” to this report. Richmond Hill, Vaughan and Markham staff continue

to participate in the Region’s coordinated planning effort.

CHRONOLOGY OF COMMENTS ON THE LANGSTAFF BUILT FORM MASTER

PLAN

Richmond Hill Staff forwarded a letter to Town of Markham Staff on March 6, 2009 in response
to a request for comments regarding the draft Langstaff Land Use and Built Form Master Plan
and the development planned for the Langstaff area. The letter identified concerns related to the
height and densities planned for the Langstaff site, concerns relating to connectivity, access,
traffic, and balance of proposed land uses. The letter is attached to this staff report as Appendix

‘C

On November 16, 2009 the Town received notification on the Langstaff Land Use and Built
Form Master Plan final report, prepared by Calthorpe Associates. A response letter to Markham
Staff was sent by Richmond Hill on December 10, 2009 outlining concerns with the proposed
development. Many of the concerns identified in the March 06, 2009 letter were carried forward
in the December 10, 2009 letter as many of the initial concerns raised by Richmond Hill Staff
remained the same. The December 10, 2009 letter sent to Markham staff is attached to this staff

report as Appendix ‘D’.

PROPOSED NEW OPA AND SECONDARY PLAN FOR THE LANGSTAFF AREA

The Town of Markham has scheduled a statutory public meeting under the Planning Act to
sonsider a Town initiated Amendment to the Markham Cfficial Plan and new Secondary Pian ‘or
:he Langstaff area of Thomhill. The public meeting is scheduled to take place on Tuesday
Mareh 02, 2010 at 7200 pom. at the Town f Markham Municipal Offices The Towr of
Richmond Hill received netiiication on February 11, 2010. A zopy of the notice is attached as

Appendix ‘E’ to this report.
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REOUIRED REGIONAL STUDIES TO SUPPORT THE UGC

The shared principles established by York Region in parmership with Markham, Vaughan and
Richmond staff along with the ongoing collaborative work of the sub-working groups has
‘dentified the need for additional studies and critical actions to be undertaken for the UGC to
achieve a complete, integrated, diverse and vibrant UGC that is well served by rapid transit.
York Region Staft’ is in the process of coordinating an Urban Growth Centre-Wide
Transportation Study for the UGC in partnership with the Town of Markham, City of Vaughan
and Richmond Hill that will study the full transportation requirements needed for the UGC to
meet the needs of the growth centre in the context of a larger Regional setting. It is the intent of
this study to create a Transportation Network Plan and investigate a comprehensive
transportation infrastructure phasing plan. The Transportation Study will be based on the
lanning and urban design studies that have been completed by Richmond Hill and Markham for

P
the Urban Growth Centre.

The terms of reference for the Centre-wide Transportation Study focuses on:

Developing a Network Plan that will accommodate and support the planned land use in

the UGC,
Preparing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan that includes infrastructure,

policies and programs to reduce auto travel and promote transit;

Preparing a Parking Strategy to reduce surface parking and establish parking standards
across the UGC;

Preparing an Infrastructure Phasing Plan that is performance-based which will establish
policies to accommodate phasing of development;

Undertaking traffic network analysis and optimization including a Congestion

Management Plan; and,
Preparing a Funding Strategy and Implementation Strategy.

Other critical actions and/or required studies include:

A Comprehensive Fiscal Analysis;

A Community Facilities and Services Inventory;

Regional Official Plan Amendment (ROPA) to provide direction to emerging Secondary
Plans; and,

. Provincial Engagement

The completion of these items through the collaboration and orgeing work of the inter-municipal
sub-zroups through York Region's courdination will hielp to inform and establish policies for the
Siture Secondary Plans for the Richmond Hill Regicnal Centre and Langstatf portions of the
UGC. Ricamond Hill staff are of the opinion that the required studies that have emerged through
sonrdination process led by York Region need to be completed before a
' FVoUnperan! teaacs Iman
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Furtker. York Regior. Council recentlv adopted the new York Region Official Plan (ROPY on
December 16, 2009. While the new ROP hag policies dealing with the Urban Growth Lentre,
Regional Staff have indicated in correspondence to Richmond Hill and Markham that they intend

to adopt a Regional Official Plan Amendment in 2010 to provide direction to local Secondary
aboration among the

Plans such as Markham’s Langstaff Plan. Accordingly, based on the coll
this policy direction should be

municipalities, Richmond Hill Staff are of the opinion that
completed prior to the approval of the Langstaff Secondary Plan. It is Richmond Hjl! Staff’s

intention to bring forward a Secondary Plan for the Richmond [l Centre, based on the
tudy endorsed by Council, subsequent to the Completion of the

Richmond Hill Regional Centre S
Town’s Official Plan and the necessary studies being completed by York Region.

At this time, detailed Secondary Plan policies established by the local area municipalities should

be considered premature pending the Regional Official Plan Amendment for the UGC and
plemented by York Region

completion of the necessary studies that are being coordinated and im
in collaboration with both the Town of Richmond Hill and Town of Markham.

COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED SECONDARY PLAN AND AMENDMENTS TO

THE TOWN OF MARKHAM OFFICIAL PLAN

Town Staff has had an opportunity to review the proposed Official Plan Amendment and
Secondary Plan for the Langstaff area and note that many of the comments and concerns
provided previously in the letters to Markham Planning Staff dated March 6, 2009 and December

10, 2009 respectively remain unresolved. Specifically, staff continues to have concerns with the

following:

Proposed Height and Density

. Town staff are concerned about the density proposed in the Langstaff Plan and the Impact
of that potential density and traffic on Richmond Hill. At a regional level, the proposed
density for the Langstaff site is disproportionate considering the limited connectivity of
the site and the lack of direct higher order transit access primarily to the eastern half of the
Langstaff area. It is understood that the density provisions identified in the Growth Plan
(200 people and jobs/ha) and the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) (400 people and

jobsrha) are minimum targets to be achieved across the entire UGC. However the density

bs per hectare, a figure that is

proposed for Langstaff is estimated to be 881 persons and jo
more than double what is contemplated by the Growth Plan and Metrolinx density targets.

Approximately half of the Langstaff site is not within walking distance to higher-orcer
iransit, particularly the area east of the N Rajl line, but is supported with a connection
via a pedestrian concourse mnto Richmond Hill In this regard, Richmond Fill staff
suggest that a walking distance measured fom the entrance to the proposed concourse is
not appropriate as transit users wouid be required to walk an additional 400 metres to

. The proposed concourse

reach the planned mobility hub station located in Richmond ]
‘evel of development pro-osed for thar area ot the

should mot be relied upon n fostify the
ool N O R B R,

A, s
w2l &
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The Langstaif Plan's greatest allocation of density appears to be around the CN Rail
corridor.  This density allocation appears contrary to the principles established by the
Region that call for concentrating densities at the planned higher order transit facilities and
decreasing with distance from those facilities. To conform to these principles, the density
shown adjacent to the CN Rail corridor is more appropriate closer to Yonge Street in
proximity to the Longbridge subway station area. On this point, Richmond Hill Staff
suggest that the Langstaff Plan does not meet the Region’s agreed upon principles.

Balance of Proposed Land Uses

Richmond Hill Staff suggest the Langstaff site contribute more to achieve a long-term 1:]
ratio of people and jobs per hectare consistent with the Growth Plan and the York Region

Official Plan so that it along with the Richmond Hill Centre can provide a more even
balance of jobs and residents contributing to the overall development of the UGC as a

healthy, vibrant complete community.

Transit Facility and Location

(Creating a single multi-modal transit facility will be key to achieving the high modal split
envisioned for transit and the Transit-Oriented Development needed to support the UGC

as an Anchor Mobility hub.  For the mobility hub to operate efficiently and provide the
most effective transit-user service possible, the hub should integrate all modes of transit

into the mobility hub transit station.

The alignment of the Yonge Street Subway extension within the Town of Richmond Hill

as Option “C” and was confirmed through the approval of the Environmental Assessment
rted by Markham

process by the Minister of the Environment on April 06, 2009 and suppo
Council on October 14, 2008. The placement of the Richmond Hill Centre transit

terminal, demonstrated in the Richmond Hill Regiona! Final Recommendations Report,

positions the Richmond Hill Centre mobility hub station in a central and accessible
location to serve the UGC as much as possible. Richmond Hill Staff do not support any

alternatives that would result in the relocation of the proposed mobility hub station which
would detract from the critical mass of development potential around the anchor mobility

hub station.

Connectivity across the UGC

Richmond Hill Staff support connections between Langstaff and the Richmond Hill
Regional Centre. Both Markham and Richmond Hill show the same potential connections
between the two portions of the UGC in their respective land use studies.  The
development concept for the Richmond Hill Regional Centre recognizes a connection to
the Langstaff site via the multi-use corridor which runs parallel to the CN Rail line as well
a5 an extension of Red Cedar Avenue south of Highway 7 and 407. To ensure proper
connectivity, connections between the two sides of the UGC should be practicable and
feasinie in order to ersure the most efficient transit-user convenience possibie across the
iscussicn is required on the operational, consiructicn, maintenance

antire UGC. Further d
and sa‘ety of the proposed pedestrian concourse as a connection to the mobility hut

station in Richmond Hill.
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Transportation Capacitv and Modal Split

This is an aggressive

*

Phasi

A 60% nor-auto modal split is envisioned for Langstatf.
f'support z high transit modaj share

assumption, and while in principle Richmond Hill Staf
e, it is recognized that assumptions on travel behavior need to

over the private automobil
be practical and realistic. The practicality of achieving this modal share is questionable
king distance from higher-

corsidering half of the Langstaf* site is beyond a 400 metre wal

order transit and the proposed mobility hub.
The circulation of people and movement of goods within the Langstaff site is restricted by
the lack of public roads connecting Langstaff to the existing street grid. Due to the
constraints of Highway 407 to the north and the Holy Cross cemetery to the south, the
Langstaff Plan relies on three mixed-traffic roads for ingress and egress in and out of the
site.  This is recognized in the Langstaff report which states that: “issues related to
infrastructure and circulation in the Langstaff project area are extremely complex and will
certainly require much ongoing study in the years to come”. While the plan is clear in that
it contemplates a large number of car-free households and a high level of transit
dependability, the lack of ingress and egress opportunities matched with the planned
I could lead to

population and employment not only in Langstaff but also in Richmond Hi]
ghout the entire UGC and pose significant constraints

unacceptable traffic conditions throu

on the road network already in place, including the road network in Richmond Hijll.

A main component of the road network within the Langstaff area is the proposed Red
to High Tech Road. This four (4)

Cedar Avenue connection under Hwy 407 and Hwy 7
pedestrian, buses and vehicles. The

lane street connection is intended to permit cycling,
an shows this connection as being constructed as part of Phase 1. Further

Langstaff Pl
discussiens are required between Richmond Hill and Markham on the timing of this road
connection. Following the analysis of the ransportation study being undertaken by York
Region, Richmond Hill Council approval will be needed to approve the Red Cedar
Avenue connection prior to the connection being constructed, with an understanding of
supporting traffic mitigation measures needed before this road connection is made,

ng and Triggers
y development of

L

The Secondary Plan relies on phasing and triggers to control the orderl

the Langstaff lands. The Secondary Plan provides that approximately 5,000 units can

proceed under Phase 1, prior to significant transit investments being in place. Almost two

thirds of the total units occurring in this phase are within the eastern portion of the site near
king distance to any rapid or higher order

Bayview Avenue, which is not located within wal
principles identify that the initial phases of

transit service. In contrast, the shared regional
ands at and adjacent to the planned subway stations.

development wil] include ]
Although the draft Secondary Plan prowvides a Schedule that shows 3 major phases of
development that may occur generailv in relation o the provision of major infrastructure,
the Plar anticipates the future development of 2 “Langstaff Gateway Development Phasing
on-statutory document

This Phasing Plan (uniike the Secondarv Plan! would be a n
without an amendment to

Plan™,

that would be endorsed by Councii and be amended by Council

he Secondary Plan or other broader pub.ic process. Richmond Hill 5:aff are concerned thas
e rrenients fe el g co U he e e e be

CUTTVEL ST HEans gm o
I T NI .Vr: N
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. The Secondary Plar nctes that implementation of the phasing will be accomplished through
the use of holding provisions in the Zoning By-law. No detail is provided as tc how much
of the Secondary Plan lands may be zcned at a given peint in time. Accordingly, large
areas could have the holding provision removed with little input from third parties. Greater
certainty regarding the application of zoning would ensure that lands are not made
available for development in advance of infrastructure requirements.

FINANCIAL/STAFFING/QTHER IMPLICATIONS:

This staff report was produced in-house. The recommendation does not have any financiai or

staffing implications.

RELATIONSHIP.TO THE STRATEGIC PLAN:

There are no direct implications with respect to the Strategic Plan.

CONCLUSION:

The purpose of this staff report is to provide comments on the proposed Official Plan
Amendment and Secondary Plan for the Langstaff area in the Town of Markham. Richmond
Hill Staff have and continue to express a number of concerns with the proposed plan. There is
an extensive coordination process underway involving staff from York Region, Markham,
Vaughan and Richmond Hill in the planning for an integrated Urban Growth Centre. That work
has identified the need for some significant additional studies and critical actions that are
necessary prior to the adoption of detailed Secondary Plans. The completion of the emerging
Regional policy direction and Centre-Wide Transportation Study is critical to addressing all
outstanding issues and understanding the necessary infrastructure phasing making approval of

Markham’s Langstaff Secondary Plan premature.

It is recommended that Staff Report SRPD.10.031 concerning the Langstaff Secondary Plan be
received and endorsed by Council and that the Town of Markham be requested to defer approval
of the proposed Official Plan Amendment and Secondary Plan for the Langstaff area of
Markham on the basis that it is premature pending the completion of the necessary studies being
completed by York Region in coordination with the Town of Richmond Hill, City of Vaughan

and Town of Markham.
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ALPENDIX CONTENTS

APPENDIX “A”- Langstaff Development Concept (Langstaff Built Form Master Plan
October 2009)

APPENDIX “B”-Richmond Hill/Langstaff Urban Growth Centre — Planning Coordination
(Shared Principles)

APPENDIX “C” -March 06, 2009 Letter to Town of Markham Staff RE: Comments on the
Langstaff Built Form Master Plan

APPENDIX “D” — December 10, 2009 Letter to Town of Markham Staff RE: Comments

on the Langstaff Built Form Master Plan

APPENDIX “E” - Notice of Public Meeting Langstaff Gateway
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Richmond Hill/Langstaff Urban Growth Centre — Planning Coordination

Goal Statement:

{

7o achieve & complete, diverse, compact, vibrant, integrated, sustairable and well-
designed Centre, to serve as a focd! point in the Region for housing, empiloyment,

cultural/community facilities, and transit ~onnections.
Shared Principles:

1.0 Land Use and Urban Design

Planning will be comprehensive and achieve the implementation of a cchesive,

F
b

integrated and complete community
The initial phases of development will include lands at and adjacent to the

planned subway stations
1.3 Development densities will be concentrated at the planned higher order transit
facilities, achieve a minimum of 3.5 Flocr Space Index (FS!), and decrease with

distance from the those facilities

A diverse mix of uses will be accommodated to create complete and active

precincts or neighbourhoods within the Regicnal Centre, which will include the

assignment of supportive resident-to-employee ratios

15 Builtform and design will set a high standard, and contribute to 3 sense-of-place
and community identity for each precinct or neighbourhoad, and for the

[
fay

Regicnal Centre as a whole
Implementation togols, including the use of Secticn 37 of the Planning Act, will be

incorporated intc the respective secondary plans to achieve bona fide
community benefits, which shall be described in the plans, that serve the

residents and businesses of the Regional Centre

b
o2

2.0 Building Compiete Communities

Neighbourhoods or precincts will be complete and self-sufficient communities

2.1
withinan integrated Regional Centre, to the extent possible and reccgnizing
physical canstraints

2.2 tand uses will provide live-work-shap-play opportunities for ali residents wizhin
Tne Rezicnal Centre, taking into scoount 3 wide range of income levels ard

demcgraprics
‘ne Reg.ensiCentre will be 3 comprete SCMIMINIGy s O site commiumity
faciiities and essential services, including emergency medical services (EMS),
“re, police, schocls, libraries, arenas, playgrounds and others
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Shared Principles
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Building Complete Communities (cont.)

Community facilities including squares, parks, natura’ recrzation areas, and
pedestrian and cycling paths, will be integrated into the community and
contribute to a sense of place for residents and employees within Centre

Facilities and services will coincide with each phase of development, and will be
provided through the development approvals process, including the application
of Section 37 of the Planning Act

Access to the facilities and services by area residents and employees will be
convenient, safe, and available through a short walk or cycling trip

Amenity space, including parks and active recreation areas, will be accessible to
the public, as opposed to being enclosed within privately owned buildings

3.0 Community Integration

wr
(%)

Connectivity and integration across the Centre will be optimized, working to
manage potential constraints posed by physical barriers and multi municipal

jurisdictions
Coordinate, through agreements and related tools, the operations of and
funding for community services (e.g. libraries, recreation programs, etc.} and
infrastructure (e.g. street grid, sidewalks, etc.} across the Regional Centre

Ongoing liaison between among the Region, Markham, Richmond Hill and
Vaughan to enhance community integration and planning, leading up to and
following the finalization and approvals of the secondary plans, and continue to
the development approvals and implementation stages (e.g. formal municipal

working group or planning adviscry group)

4.0 Physical Infrastructure

a1

The provincially-designated Mobility Hub is the central and most important
destination, origin and transfer point for transit trips within the Centre, and has a
Region-wide significance. Development will therefore serve to enhance access

to and support the efficient functioning of this facility
Development and related phases will proceed on the basis of transit-priority and
non-auto travel mades such as walking and cycling, and the demonstration of
sufficient transgortation capacity to, from and within the Regional Centre

A transportation study/master plan will include a comprehensive review of
ansportation facihties,

a

wide-area (e.2, inciuding lands north to J5th Avenuel tr
3nd include carrent conditions, identify short, medium and ‘'ong-term
transportation improvements, related development thresholds, and triggers



Shared Principles
Physical Infrastructure {cont.)

d4a Transportation capacity will be assessed on the casis of congestion
management
A comprehensive and integrated mobility plan and strategy ~ addressing ali
mocdes of transportation witk an emphasis on non-auto modes - will be
prepared by the applicants as a condition of developrment approvals, consistent

with the findings of the wide-area transportation study/master plan

A fine-grained street grid network will be planned and implemented through the
development approvals and phasing process, including the identification of

additicnal road, pedestrian, cycling and transit linkages
Transportation Demand Management (TDV) measures, including ride-shah’ng
programs for residents/employees and transit pass incentives, will be required
by the municipalities as a condition of development approvals for each phase

n

e

£2
o

4.7

Parking supply and design will reflect and support the transit-priority of the
Regional Centre, and shall include parking management apprcaches that include
the establishment of consistent and low maximum parking standards, and on-

street parking in appropriate areas
for each

4.9 Development triggers (e.g. opening of subway, TOM measures, etc.)
phase of development will include performance-based standards that are tied to

mode shares for transit and other non-auto modes
including transit mode shares and non-auto measures,

4.8

4.10  Transportation capacity,
will be monitored for and throughout each phase of development

4.11  Traffic congestion will be managed throughout the build-out of the Regional
Centre in a manner that supports transit, walking and cycling as the primary

travel modes, and that takes advantage of state-of-the-art technoicgies

+12  The “walk-to” catchment areas for the transit stations will be not be uniform,
and will be based on pedestrian and cycling connectivity and associated travel
times, generally based on a maximum 15-20 minute walk for the majority of

people
5.0 Implementation of Community and Servicing Requirements

5.1 The Regionai Centre will integrate complete and self-sufficient neighbourhoods

or precincts, that have on-site community facilities and essentia| services,
including emergercy medical services (EMS), fire, police, schools, libraries,
arenas, plavgrcunds and others
Facilities and services will coincide with each phase of developmert and wiil be
provided through the deveicpment approvars process, based or an inventory of

-ommunity needsn the shert medium and iong term.
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5.6

5.7

Implementation of Community and Servicing Requirements {cont.)

Phasing plans will be developed, which will prescribe the phasing and staging at
the precinct or neighbourhocd level, ¢ ensure the orderly, sequential and
integrated implementaticn of secondary plans

Community services and facilities {e.g. EMS stations, libraries, etc.) will be
integrated into development sites, projects and buildings within each phase of
development. This includes the implementation of shared facilities and related
programs among service providers {e.g. school hoards) and through developer-

municipal agreements
Phasing and staging of development within each precinct or neighbourhood will
be tied to triggers related to infrastructure capacity, including community and
social services and facilities, transportation, on-site energy generation (e.g.
district energy), and water and waste water

Equitable distribution of, and financial contributions to, community facilities and
services (e.g. parks, libraries etc.) across the Regional Centre

Natural features (e.g. streams, woodlots, etc.), related linkages, and stormwater
management will be planned for and implementedin a comprehensive manner

across the Regional Centre

6.0 Financial Principles

6.1

an
38
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EEN

Gr
LAY

A comprehensive fiscal analysis, funded by development, will be undertaken
collaboratively by the municipalities as a condition of phase 1 development
approvals, and subsequent phases, to determine the costs of common
infrastructure required to service the Centre over the short, medium and long-

term.
The costs of required Infrastructure and services, as determined by the
municipalities to support each development phase, will be borne by the

developers
Development charges, and cther development and planning approval-related
fees, will be consistent across the Regional Centre and will be based on the

principle of cost-recovery
park land dedication and parking standards, including cash in-fieu provisions, will
be unifarm across the Centre to ensure a level playing field in the development

application and approvals process
The use of Section 37 of the Planning Act wili be aoplied only to achieve those
bons fide community benefits whicn wouid not be required as & condition of

development approvals
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Phinning and Development Department

Murch &, 2009

Mr. sim Baird, Commussioner of Development Servives
Town of Markhamn

Development Services Department

101 Town Centre Boulevard

Markham, ON L3R 9W3

Dear Jim:

Re: Langstaff Master Plan Study
Proposed Secondary Plan for the Langstaft Planning District

This letter is in response to the request from Markham 7| anning stafl for conmments from abuting
mumcipalities and review agencies with respeet to the Langsiafl Guteway Concept Plan preparcd
by Caltharpe Associates as provided to the Town via e-mail on F ebruary 24. 2009.
Firstly, [ would like to record my disappoiniment with the overall process and lack of meaningful
consuitation with the Town s the neighbouring municipality concerning the Langstaff Gateway
While Calthorpe Associates has held 2 numiber of public mcetings

no atiempt to resolve municipal issues
hoped that the concerns and questions
t we could have worked in partnership

development proposal.
concernmg their concept plan, there has been little or

between our two planning jurisdictions. T would have
raised below could have been vesolved before now and tha
towards the greater success of the whole Urban Growth Centre.
As you are aware, on February 11, 2009, Town of Richmond Hill staff requested s meeting with
the Markhan1’s Planning staff and representatives of Cidthorpe Associates to seek clarification on
the fundamental land vse and design principles for the Langstatl Gateway Concept Plan and to
provide Markham staff with an overview of the recently cammenced Richmond Hill Reuional
Centre Land Use and Urban Design Study. As an abutting municipality, the Town of Richmond
Fll has a direct interest in the overall vision, proposed land Use, mansporiation planning.
servicing, urban design and other aspects of the Lungstafy Caieway Concept Plan, As a rollow up
0 the February !, 2009 meeting and Markham’s request for cunuments on the Langstaff
proposal, stafl has the jollowing comments;

Proposed Density

Aan vals
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e 2 ke Fichmond Bl
asproach taken Ty Jalthorpe Assocmtes i phisi G006 pevsony and jobs per
acctwe within the Langsalf porion of the 50 ;

‘hat the lands west of ihe ONR Ge ournde of a aesy
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.. Instead of planning to 2

The proposed density wouid be one ot the highest !
targes srowth number, the approach should be pizce-bused 1 ds the creabion ol o now
and planned function of the area. The

community and to pian appropriately basec v the curtiexd
sroposed density would appear o e excessive pran e distinee much of e proposed
devrsiopment wouid be [rom the higher order frunsil

Traflic/Modal Split

n order to properly review the traffic impacts r¢ sted 1o the Langsiaf! Sateway Concept Plan, the
“fic study that justifics the level of growth anticipatad,

Town of Richmond Hill will require a maZ
the madal split assumptions, ar analysis of the road netwark capacity and ability of the existing
road network to accommodate the preposed rond improvements given the existing fraffic

7. The maffic study must

congestion, especially along Bayview Avenue north of Highway 7.
walfic does not infilyate the residential

identify mitigation measures that ensire that
neighbourhoods north of High Tech Road and the timing, cost and who will pay [or any required
road improvemeats. In addition to the preceding, the study must be based on appropriate phasing
of the proposed development in relation to the implementation of wansit.

It is questionable that the projected 60% modai split assumed by Calthorpe Associites can be
of growth and the telationship to traffic

achieved. Additiomally, there is concem with the level
impact on the road network, including the Jocal road network north of Highway 7 in the Town of

Richmond Hill. While the concept of higher density being established m the UGC is
Fandamentally understood and supported by the Town, an acceptable level of growth and realistic
zatfic assumptions needs to be planned. T this end, the Town of Richmond Hill requires a
detailed traffic analysis that should be peer reviewed together with the projected traffic volume to
be generated in the Richmond Hill portion of the UGC.

s road network does not have the capacity to accommodate
development of the Langstaff lands and that priority

It should be noted that Richmond Hill’
evelopment to be established in the Richmond Hill

the preliminary traffic assignment for the
must be given to the traffic generated by the d
portion of the UGC. :

Ralance of Proposed Land Tses

As you are aware, the Region of York Official Plan aims for a 1:1 ratio between population and
employment in the Richmond Hi [VLangstaff Urban Growth Centre. The lands on both sides of
the 407 in the UGC already have a Regional and local context aud future growth should be
predicated on & balanced approach in order to ensure that one side is not predominantiy
employment and the other residential in nature. In addition to the balance of population and
employment, there needs to be consideration of other [uctors such as the provision of sommunity
services in order to ensure fhe completeress of the proposed community.

Communuity Services

amosed Langstaff development, it is unclear
of schoule. parkiond and wmendities and whers
Crecuest thet additgonsl infurmation be

aald

Erom reviewing the proposed concept pian for e

5

what assumptions have been mace for the prov.
lities ray be reguired. The Tov

ared factid
neavided o oaddress conceris in thys regard




Role of chie Richmond Hil] Portion of the T

A significant amoeunt of development and redevelepment will vecur within tae Richmoud Hill
pornon of the UGC despite the current use of some of the lunds, The suceess af the Ricrmend
Hill/Langswl USC will depend upon the success of the development immediatelv around the
multi-modal transit facility. As such, the roje of the Lavgstat! pertion of the UGC in relanon 0
the Richmond Hill portion of the UGC needs 0 be hetter clavinedienderstood, particularly eround

the multi modal transit fcility.

Transit Facility Location

As per Town Council’s direction, the Town fully supports the concept of establisking an
mtegrated multi modal transit facility within the Richmond il portion of the UGC based on
Subway Alignment Option 'C”. The Town would not support any alternatives that would result
m the relocation of the proposed terminal station further south which would detract from the
critical mass of development potential around that station within the Richmond Hill partion of the
of the UGC. Additionally, the Town does nor support the location of the proposed 407
Transitway stations m the nuddie of Highway 407 as depicted on the concept plan for the
Langstaff lands, In this regard, the 407 Transitway should be linked directly to the proposed
multi-modal trapsit station within the Richmond Hill Cenme lands, as planned by the Province.

Market Share
Tte Langstatf Gatewny Concept Plan as presently constituted does not address the need for a
coordinated vision for the esntire Richmond Hill'Langstaff UGC, inclnding the lands north of
Highway 407. In this regard, an important quality of a successful UGC is to have intense
development in close proximity to the transit hub. If intense growth of high density development
were o occur away from the transit nodes of the UGC, this may result in the dilution of the
development potential where it is required.

Development within and outside of a 500 metre (5 minute) and §00 metre (10 minute) walking
distance of public transit should be a realistic goal. It is evident that the lands in the eastern half
of the Langstail portion of the UGC extend beyond the 800 metre radius, As such, the amount of
development contemplated in this area s questionable and therefore fewer people in this area will
use transit in relation to the assumed modal split. '

Phasiug and Timine

Appropriate policies will be required to phase the proposed cevelopment, parking, infrastrucure
and commumity services in relation 10 the provisiun of transit, nohwithstanding the traffic mpact

coneemns.

Role of Yonoe Street

Hill/Langstalf UGC and thay

it is recognized that Yonge Strect is the recionai fveus of 2 jcamonc
W M aarhon and Richmend Hid, The Lanmgstar?

tiis area shouid be celebrated as such by Markham,

w pait ¥ Yonge Steet recognzing
.
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ITnfrastructure

Information o1 detailed infrastructure has not seen provided us part of the Lungstaff proposal
Previously it was identifiec that facilities in Richmand Hill might e utilized. This has not Feern
addressed and us such, additional information will be reguived hefore Town staff can provide any

comments on this matter.

Conclusion

The preceding summarizes Town staff’s comiments conceniing the Langstalf Gateway Concept
Plan. Without question, the scale of the pronosal is unprecedented and in consideration of the
Town’s preliminary comments. further and more detailcd justification will be required for the
Town of Richmond Hill to support such an ambitious proposal, Notwithstanding the preceding
and as noted in previous discussions, Town of Richmond Hill stuff are willing to work with
Markham stafT to better coordinate the vision for this erca. Please contact me.at 905-771-8910 or
via e-mail at abassios@richmondhill.ca should you wish to further discuss this matter.

Yours truly
F L éﬁév‘ g i )
Ana Bassios

Commissioner of Planning and Development

D. Barrow, Town of Richrriond Hill Mayor
I. Anderton, Chief Adminismrative Officer

P. Lee, Director of Policy '

K. Kwan, Director of Development

P. Frecroon, Muanager of Policy

1. Leung, Manager of Urban Design

G. Galanis, Munager of Developmernt - Site Plans

L. Brutio, Commissioner of Engineering and Public Works

M. Lanteigne, Manager of Transporration, TrafTic and Site Plans

G. Flint, Development Coordinator

D. Milier, Sanior Project Coordinator

B. Tuckey, Region of York Commissioner of Plauning and Development

c
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December 10, 2009

Jum Baird, MCIP, RPP
Commissioner of Development Services
Town of Markham

101 Town Centre Boulevard,

Markham, ON L3R 9W3

Langstaff Built Form Master Plag - Final Report

Re:
Town of Richmond Hill Staff Comuments

Dear M. Baird,
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Langstaff Land Use & RBuilt Form Master
Plan Report (October 2009), prepared by Calthorpe Assoclales and circulated on November 16, 2009.

We support the ongoing collaboration with ‘he Town of Murkham and York Region ‘o appropriately

plan for the fature redevelopment of the Richmond HillVLangstaff Gateway Urban Growth Centre, and
1 and

look forward to continuing this collaboration as the Lavgstaff Land Use & Built Form Master Plan
Richmond Hill Centre Design and Land Use studies are completed.

Richmond Hill staff has had an opportunity to review the draft Langstaff Land Use & Buiit Foumn
Master Plan. We note that many of our commeats and concerns remain the same as those stated in our

letter dated March 6, 2009. :

Proposed Height and Density

+ We are concerned about the density proposed 1 the Langstaff Plan and the impact of that
potential density and traffic on Richmond Fili. Ata regional level, the proposed density for
tae Langstaff site is disproportionate considering the limited cormeciivity of tae site and the
«ack of direct higher order (ransit access, primarily to the eastern half of Langstaff. We are

ian (200 pj/ha) and the RTP

aware that the density provisious identified in the Growth P

(400pj/ha) are minimum targets to be achicved across fhe entire UGC, however the density
proposed ir the Land Use & Built Form Master lan ‘or Langstaif 15 estimated at 881 persens
ard jobs per hectare, a “ipurs that {5 well in wreess of what i3 cortemplated by ihe Provineiat

arger

nestatt site s a0t wodun waliiag distance o
the N Ral line, but ie supported with a cannestion

t that a concentsic ring wound the

. We note hat mere thar half of the |

order wansit, particuiarly the area east o)
vz # pedestiian concourse nto Picimend Fijl We sugges




Jim Baird, MCIP, RP

December 10, 200€

Page 2

Balance

400 metres to reach the mobility hub statior. The moposed concowrse should not be reliea
upon to justify the level of develeprient proposed for maat area of the Langstail site, outside of

an appropriate walking distarce.

There does not appear to be any detailed commentary on the proposed building heights iu the
Langstaff Plan except on page 111 in Table 5.05. The table shows high-rise residential
buildings to have what appears to be a Leight equivalent of 15-50 stories, however it Is
unclear as to how this height range was established and why the eastern portion of the site
adjacent to the woodlot proposes high density considering this portion of Langstaff is not

within preximity to Ingher order transit. We also do not agree with the statement on Page 60,
it is desirable to have a concentration of density near the Langstafi woodlot for

which states

‘eves on the street’ informal surveillance of (his natural environment.” Surveillance of the
woodlot cannot be used as justification for higher densities on this eastern haif of the
Experience would suggest exactly the opposite: that extraordinary

e

Langstaff site.
concentrations of density have & severe detiumental impact on woodlots.

The Langstaff Plan’s greatest allocation of density appears to be around the CN Rail corridor.
This density allocation also appears contrary to the principles established by the Region that

call for concentrating densities at the planned higher order transit facilities and decreasing
with distance fiom those facilities. To conforn to these principles, the density shown
adjacent to the CN Rail corridor is more appropriate closer to Youge Street in proximuly to

the Longpridge subway station area.

of Proposed Land Uses

Transit Facility and Location

The report estimates that the Langstaff portion of the UGC will be comprised of 9,624 jobs
and 31,790 persons by full build-out (pg. 33). As stated m our March 6, 2009 letter, we have
concerns regarding the significant dispavity in the total number of jobs relative to the total
runber of persons forecasted for the Langstaff portion of the UGC. Owr vnderstanding 1s that
there is a proposed ratio of (.30 jobs for every resident within Langstaff, however the repoit is
rot specifically clear on how it meets the Region of York Cfhcial Plan target of a 1:1 ratio of
peozle and jobs. We suggest the Langstaff site contribute more to achieve a long-term 1:]
ratio of people and jobs per hectare consistent with the Growth Plan and the York Region
Official Plan so that it along with the Richmond Hill Centre can provide a more even: balance
of jobs and residents and contribute to the overall developmeut of the JGC as a healhy,

vibrant complete community.
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On Page 71, there is an image which illusirates the varions alignments of the Yonge Street

Subway extension, Below the Image is accompanying text which provides the following

notation: "proposed subway extension and rapid rransit rowte alternatives”. The alignment
has been finalize

o
of the Yonge Street Subway extension within the Tewn of Richmond Hill |
b the approvai of the Envivonmental Assessment

as Option “C” and was confirmed throug

process by the Minister of the Environment on April 06, 2009 and supported by Marlham
Council on October 14, 2008, The placement of the Richmond Hill Centre wansit temminal,
demonstrated in the Richmond Hill Regional Centre Preferred Concept Report together with
the proposed Longbridge subway station south of the 407, positions the Richmond Hill Centre
mobility hub in a central and accessible location to serve the UGC as much as possible.
Richmond Hill does not support any altematives that would result in the relocation of the
preposed mobility hub station which would detract from the critical mass of development
rotential around the anchor mobility hub. Tc avoic confusion, Town staff recommends that
the alignment (Option “C”) only be shown, and that any images from the approved EA be

roperly referenced.

Connectivity across the UGC

On Page 72, in reference to the connections between the Richmond Hill and Markham
portions of the UGC, the report states: “These issues are complicated further by the presence
of no less than 3 different municipalities within several hundred metres of the site.
Differences of opinion have already surfaced, for instance, between the City of Richkmond Hill
and the Town of Markham as to how best to connect their respective developments to each
other and lo the planned regional transit infrastructure. ' To be clear, Town of Richriond
Hill staff support a connection between Langstaff and the Richmond Hill Regional Centre.
Both Marlkham and Richmond Hill show tae same potential connections betwesn the two
pertions of the UGC. The Richmond Hill Preferred Concept Report recognizes a connection
to the Langstaff site via the multi-use corridor which ruas parallel to the CN Rail line as wel]
as an extension of Red Cedar Avenue south of Highway 7 and 407. To ensure proper
connectivity, comnections between the “wo sides of the UGC should be practicable and
feasible in order to ensure the most efficient lransit-user convenience possible across the
entire UGC. Further discussion is required on the operational, construction, maintenance and
safety of the proposed pedestrian corcourse as a connection to the mobility hub station in

Richmogd Hill.

Transportation Capacity and Modal Split
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Langstaff site 1s bevend a 400 m walking distance frem higher-order transit and e proposed

mooility bub.

The circulation of peopie and movement of goods within the Langstaff site is restricted by the
lack of public roads connecting Langstaff to the existing street grid. Due to the conswatats of
Highway 407 to the north and the Holy Cross cemetery to the south, the Langstaff Plan relies
on three mixed-traffic roads for access and egress in and out of the site. This is recognized in
the Langstaff report which states that: “issues related to infrasoructure and circulation in the
Langstaff project area are extremely complex and wili certainly require much ongoing study
in the years to come” While the plan [s clear in that it contemplates a large number of car-fiee
households and a high level of transit dependability, the lack of ingress and egress
opportunities matched with the planned number of people and jobs not only in Langstaff but
also in Richmond Hill could lead to unacceptable traffic conditions throughout the entire

UGC and pose significant constraints on the road networlk already in place, including the road

network in Richmond Hill.

It appears that one of the main components of the road network within the Langstaff site is the
Red Cedar Avenue connection under Hwy 407 and Hwy 7 to High Tech Road. This four (4)
lane street connection is to permit cycling, pedestrian, buses and vehicles. The Langstaff Plan
shiows this connection as being constructed as part of Phase 1. Further discussions are
required between Richmond Hill and Mariham on the timing of this road comnection.
Following the analysis of the transportation study being undertaken by York Region,
Richmond Hill staff will need to seek direction from Richmond Hili Council in order to
approve the Red Cedar Avenue connection prior to the connection being constructed, with an
understanding of supporting traffic mitigation measures needed before this road connection is

made.

ers
Overall, we are concemed that there is too much reliance on triggers to control the orderly
development of the Langstaff lands. The plasing plan identified in the Langstaff report notes
that approximately 5,000 units can proceed under Phzse I, prior to sigmificant transit
investments beirng in place. Almost two thirds of the total units occiring in this phase are
within the eastern portion of the site near Bayview Avenue, which is not located within
walking distance to any rapid or higher order transit service. The shared regional principles
identify that the initial phases of development will include lands at and adjacent to the
pianned subway stations. While Page 174 notes that a trausit shuttle ciroulator and a paved

tramsit-only cormection from Langsteff to the Ruchmond Hill fransit station via tie CPR
for the

line as they arc not directly

underpass are required under Phase 1, we do not agree that these should se relied ¢
praent density of the la:ds east of the {0V Ra

sosed deveio

[RRRN

served by roprd transit.
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General Comments
gstaff Gateway Urhan

On Page 7, there 15 aa out of date Llustration of the Richmond HilVLang
This image does not reflect the UGC boundary which was

Growth Centre boundary.
¥ 1s shown on page 70.

approved by the Province; however the correct boundar

Thank you for this opportmity to provide comments on the Langstaff Land Use and Buil: Form Master

Plan.

Yours tuly,

Ay

‘Ana Bassios
Commissioner of Planning and Development

ce: Dave Barrow, Mayor Town of Richmond Hill
Godwin Chan, Ward 6 Councillor, Town of Richmond Hill
Joan Anderton, Chief Administrative Officer l
Italo Brutto, Commissioner of Engineering and Public Worlcs : ‘

Patrick Lee, Director of Policy
Kelvin Kwan, Director of Development -

Eugene Zawadowsky, Director of Engineering

Paul Freeman, Manager of Policy :
Brian DeFreitas, Planner I

Marcel Lanteigne, Manager of Transportation

Paula Dill, Provincial Facilitator ' .
Bryan Tucky, Conmmissioner of Planning, York Region

Heather Konefat, Director of Community Planning
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‘ PUBLIC MEZTING
LANGSTAFF GATEWAY

e(s)

s Committee ¢f the

NOTICE OF MIEETING

b ow are inviied to attena a Public Meeting te be keld by the Develcpment Services O
Yown of Markham to consider & Towr Iinitiated Amendment. te the Official Plan (Rewised (957} as
amended and a new Secondary Plar for the Langstaff area of Thorrhill. The spprovai autnonty for

the aroposed Officiai Pian amendment and the new Secendary Pian s the Sagion of York,

DATE: Tuesday March 2, 2610
TIVE: 7:00 pm.
PLACE: Councii Chambers
Anthony Roman Centre
101 Town Centre Boulevard
Marikham, Ontano, L3k 9W3

BACKGROUND

The planning area (shown on the attached map) is bounded by Highway 407 and Langstaff Road, by
tre Holy Cross Cemetery, by Bayview Avenue, and by Yonge Street. The area is approximately 47
hectares (116 acres). The westem portion is bisected by Pomona Mills Creek, a tnbutary of the East

Branch of the Don River. The eastern porticn contains a significant woodlot.

The Langstaff area forms the south part of the Richmond Hill/Langstaff Urban Growth Centre, as
identified by the Province in its 2006 Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, and has been
identified as part of a Regional Centre in the new Region of York Official Plan. The Richmond
Fill/Langstaff Urban Growth Centre is comprised of twe parts, one jocated in Markham and the
cther in Richmond Hill. The two parts are separated by Highways 7 and 407 and a major hydro

corridor.

In May of 2008 the Town embarked on a process to create a new Master Plan for the Langstaff arsa,
and in December 2009 the Langstaff Land Use & Built Form Master Plar, preparsd by Caltherpe
Assoclates and Ferris + Associates dated October 2009, was endorsed in principle by Markham
Council a3 the basis for amendments to the Town's Official Plan and a new Secondary Plan for the

Langstaff area of Thombhill

The Master Plan contemplates a variety of densities and uses connected to a central green spine that
links Pomona Mills Creek to the Langstaff Woodiot. The central spine main streets will be active
lccations supporting a mix of retalil, service commerciai and civic uses to serve both residents and
employees. The fine grain grid network of sireets will provide bicycle, pedestrian and transit friendly
sonnections to the GO station, the future Yonge subway and the mobiiity hub in the Richmond Hill
perticn of the Urban Growth Centre. A linear concourse is proposed under Highway 407 to connect
Langstaff and Richmoud Hill, udjacent to the CN rail line, integrating the proposed subway, the

proposed 407 Transitway, GO Transit, and the VIVA and YRT bus network.

PROPOSAL

The propossd Official Pian amendment anc new Secondary Plan are based on the Land se & Bujlt
“orm Master Pian, dated October 2009, and associated background studi=s {transpertation and
servicing). The proposed Official Plag and Secondary Plan amencments provide for a wide varisty of
commercial, cultural, empioyment, institutionai, recreaticnal, and residential activities in a compact
tansit dependant commuuty, with an ultimate popuiation of up to 32,000 residents and

aporoximately 13600 jons.

The propasal caniely of densities and uses connested o 2 contral zreen
Miils Creelr to the Langstar? Woodiot! iransit, rerar,
esidential tand uses will make up the majorty ¢! the site

entemprites and tlicws for 2
cpine that hinks existing oren spaces  Pormana
m high density peint towers to mid-rise, mix-use

-
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smelowment, orvic and residensiaf uses.
A numeer of housing sptions are preposed, fro
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Zach phase will inciude requirsments o provide space for commumity focthnes, employment, retail,
services, ane infrastructure inciuding roads, transit and water and sanuary services o ensure that the
slemnenis 1o creat @ complete community are included at evary stage o! devalepment.

T4 proposal will also include a tecnmucal amendment to the Thornkul Secondary Flan to remcve the
Lengstal? Gateway Flanning District from the Thomniul! Secondary Plan Planning Area.

PURPOSE AND EFFECT OQF THE PROPOSED AVIENDMENT

The proposed Official ?lan amendment and new Secondary Plan provide fer a compact, conpiete,
integrated, sustainable, visrant and well designed high density urban cenwe with a variety 0! heusing

options, employment, culturzl/community faciities ang connections to kigher order transit.

NOTE REGARDING THE AMENDMENT

1) Ifaperson or public hody doss not make oral submissions at a public meeting or make written
submissions to the Town of Markham tefore the proposed official plan aimendment is adopted,
tie person or public body is not entitled to appea! the decision of the approval authoruy {York

Fegion) to the Ontario Municipal Board.

1)  [faperson or public body does not make oral submissions at a public meeting or make writen
submission to the Town of Markham before the proposed official plan amendment is adopted,
the psrson or public body may not be added as a party to the hearing of an appeal before the
Ontario Municipal Board unless, in the opinion of the Board, there are reasonatle grounds to

add a person to public body as a party.

i) If you wish to be notified of the adoption of the proposed official plan amendment, or of the
refusal of a request to amend the official plan, you must make a written request to the Clerk’s
Department at the address noted above or by email to judycarroll@rmarkham.ca

v} If you wish to be notified of the decision of the Town of Markham in respect of the proposed
plan of subdivision or of the adoption of the proposad official plan amendment, or of the

refusal of a request to amend the official plan, you must make a written request to the Clerk's
Department at the address noted above or by email to judycarroll@mariham.ca

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
A copy of the proposed Official Plan Amendment will be available for public viewing on February

11, 2010 at the Development Services Counter of the Town Municipal Otfices between the bours of

8:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m.
Additional information is available from Dave Miller, Senior Proiect Co-ordinator of the Town’s
Planning Department, tel. (305) 477-7000, extension 496C quoting file number SD-03-11€189.

Written submissions may ke mailed or personally deiivered to the Clerk’s Departmernt at the address
noted above or by e-mail to judycarroll@markharm.ca by not later than 4:30 p.m. February 26, 2010,

Personal information collected in response to this planning notice will be used to assist Town staff

ard Council o process this application and will be made public.

DATELD February 10, 200

Jim Bawd, MCIP, RPP John Webster
Commussioner of Development Services Chair
Development Services Cormsttee

i
i

v
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December 10, 2009

Jim Baird, MCIP, RPP

Commissioner of Development Services
Town of Markham

101 Town Centre Boulevard,

Markham, ON L3R 9W3

Re:  Laugstaff Built Form Master Plan — Final Report
Town of Richmeond Hill Staff Comments

Dear Mr. Baird,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Langstaff Land Use & Built Form Master
Plan Report (October 2009), prepared by Calthorpe Associates and circulated on November 16, 2009.

We support the ongoing collaboration with the Town of Markham and York Region to appropriately
pian for the future redevelopment of the Richmound Hill/L.angstaff Gateway Urban Growth Centre, and
look forward to continuing this collaboration as the Langstaff Land Use & Built Form Master Plan and

Richmond HiJl Centre Design and Land Use studics are completed.

Richmond Hill staff has had an opporhmity to review the draft Langstalf Land Use & Built Forn

Master Plan. We note that many of our comments and concerns remain the same as those stated i our
letter dated March 6, 2009, ‘

Proposed Height and Density

We are concerned about the density proposed in the Langstaff Plan and the impact of that
potential density and traffic on Richmond Hill. At a regional level, the proposed density for
the Langstaff site is disproportionate considering the hmited connectivity of the site and the
lack of direct higher order transit access, primarily to the eastern half of Langstaff. We are
aware that the density provisions identified in the Growth Plan (200 pj/ha) and the RTP
(400pj/ha) are minimwn targets to be achieved across the entire UGC, however the density
proposed in the Land Use & Built Form Master Plan for Langstaff is estimated at 881 persons
and jobs per hectare, a figure that is well in excess of what is contemplated by the Provineial

target.

Wooqofe that mers tan hal? of the Langstaff site is not wethin walkine distee o fasher-
order ansit, particularly the avea east of e UN Ratl loe, but 15 supporied with @ comnection
via 2 vedestrian concourse o Zchmond Hill, We suggest that a concontric rivg atound the

cntrance to the propesed concourse s not an appropriate measure of wailing distance te the
mobility mub statien ‘v Richmond Tl as transit users would he required o walk a fwrther
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February 26, 2010

Development Services Commiitee
c¢/o Clerks Department

Town of Markham

Anthony Roman Centre

101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, ON L3R 9W3

Attention: John Webster, Chair and Members of the Development Services Committee

Dear Mr. Webster,

Re:  Comments on the Markham Langstaff Master Plan and Proposed Official Plan
Amendment and Secondary Plan for the Langstaff Area

Richmond Hill Staff have previously provided comments on the Langstaff Master Plan expressing a
number of continuing concerns with the proposed plan including the level of density, traffic and phasing
plan for the area. A copy of our most recent letter dated December 10, 2009 is attached. There is an
extensive coordination process still underway involving staff from York Region, Markham, Vaughan-and
Richmond Hill in the planning for an integrated Urban Growth Centre (UGC). That work has identified
the need for significant additional studies including a Centre-Wide Transportation Study to be
undertaken by York Region. Regional Planning Staff have also advised both Richmond Hill and

Markham that they intend to adopt a Regional Official Plan Amendment in 2010 to provide direction to
local Secondary Plans such as Markham’s Langstaff Plan.

A report on the Langstaff Secondary Plan will be considered by Richmond Hill Commiitee of the Whole
on March |, 2010. Recommendations from the Richmond Hill Committee will be subsequently
forwarded to the Town of Markham in advance of your Development Services Committee meeting,

It is requested that the Clerk of the Town of Markham provide the undersigned with notification of your

decision on this matter.

Sincerely, AN

AR

Ana Bassios
Commissioner of Planning and Development

Dave Barrow, Mayor and Members of Conncil

Bryan luckey, Commissioner of Planning York Region

Heather Konefat, Director of Community Planning, York Region

Jin Baird, Commissioner of Planning and Development Services, Town of Markham

Yalerie Shaittiewnsoth, Dycoctsr of Plannivg el vy Deaon, Town 000 gl g,

el
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Jim Baird, MCIP, RPP
December 10, 2009

Page 2

400 metres to reach the mobility hub station. The proposed concourse should not be reljed
upon to justify the level of development proposed for that area of the Langstaff site, cutside of

an appropriate walking distance.

There does not appear to be any detailed commentary on the proposed building heights in the
Langstaff Plan except on page 111 in Table 5.05. The table shows high-rise residential
buildings to have what appears to be a height equivalent of 15-50 stories, however it is
unclear as to how this height range was established and why the eastern portion of the site
adjacent to the woodlot proposes high density considering this portion of Langstaff is not
within proximity to higher order transit. We also do not agree with the statement on Page 60,

which states “it is desirable to have a concentration of density near the Langstaff woodlot for

‘eyes on the street’ informal surveillance of this natural environment,” Surveillance of the

woodlot cannot be used as justification for higber densities on this eastem half of the
Langstaff site.  Experience would suggest exactly the opposite: that extraordinary
concentrations of density have a severe detrimental impact on woodlots.

The Langstaff Plan’s greatest allocation of density appears to be around the CN Rail corridor.
This density allocation also appears contrary to the principles established by the Region that
call for concentrating densities at the planned higher order transit facilities and decreasing
with distance from those facilities. To conform to these principles, the density shown
adjacent to the CN Rail corridor is more appropriate closer to Yonge Street in proximity to

. the Longbridge subway station area.

Balance of Proposed Land Uses

The report estimates that the Langstaff portion of the UGC will be comprised of 9,624 jobs
and 31,790 persons by full build-out (pg. 33). As stated in our March 6, 2009 Ietter, we have
concerns regardmg the significant disparity in the total number of jobs relative to the total
number of persons forecasted for the Langstaff portion of the UGC. Owr understandin g is that
there ig a proposed ratio of 0.30 Jobs for every resident within Langstaff, however the report is
not specifically clear on how it meets the Region of York Official Plan target of a |:] ratio of
people and jobs. We suggest the Langstaff site contribute more to achieve a long-term 1:1
ratio of people and jobs per hectare consistent with the Growth Plan and the York Region
Official Plan so that it along with the Richmond Hill Centre can provide a inore even halance
of jobs and residents and contribute to the overall development of the UGC as a healthy,

vibrant complete community.

Transit Facility and I,ocation

factlity will be key to getting the high mode

We agree with the comment on page 14 which states, “Creating a single multi-modal transiy

Spilt for transit that will be RECESSAry (2 suppor!
an effective and environmentally sustainable {ransit-Oriented Developmens, ™ For the
mobility hub to operate etficiently and provide the most effective transit-user service possible,
the b should integrate all modes of transit into the mobility hub station. Densitics within
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proxinmity to the higher ovder {ransit station and mobility hub should be within an ncceptable
“walk to” catchment area, rather than relying on shuttle bus services.

On Page 71, there is au mage which illustrates the various alignments of the Yonge Street
Subway extension. Below the image is accompanying text which provides the following
notation: “proposed subway extension and rapid transit route alternatives *. The alignment

of the Yonge Street Subway extensien within the Town of Richmond Hill has been finalized

as Option “C” and was confirmed through the approval of the Environmental Assessment

process by the Mimster of the Environment on Apil 06, 2009 and supported by Markham
Council on October 14, 2008. The placement of the Richmond Hill Centre transit ternunal,
demonstrated in the Richmond Hill Regional Centre Preferred Concept Report together with
the proposed Longbridge subway station south of the 407, positions the Richmond Hili Centre
mobility bub in a central and accessible location to serve the UGC as rmch as possible.
Richmond Hill does not support any alternatives that would result in the relocation of the

proposed mobility hub station which would detract from the critical mass of development
bility hub. Te avoid confugion, Town statf recommends that

potential around the anchor mao
ly be shown, and that any images from the approved EA be

the alignment (Option “C”} on
properly referenced.

Connectivity across the UGC

. On Page 72, in reference to the connections between the Richmond Hill and Markham

portions of the UGC, the report states: “These issues are complicated further by the presence
of no less than 3 different municipalities within several hundred metres of the site.

Wnﬁmrﬂ#&ﬂﬁsuﬁﬂwd—ﬁ#wtmeerbemma&wmdﬂiﬂ——w_m

DZ_[?'KI [Ag 2ot

and the Town of Markham as to how best to connect their respective developments to each

other and to the planned regional transit infrastructure.” To be clear, Town of Richmond
Hill staff support a connection between Langstaff and the Richmond Hill Regional Centre.
Both Mmkham and Richmond Hill show the same potential connections between the two
portions of the UGC. The Richmond Hill Preferred Concept Report recognizes a connection
to the Langstaff site via the multi-use corridor which runs parailel to the CN Rail line as well
as an extension of Red Cedar Avenue south of Highway 7 and 407. To ensure proper
connectivity, connections between the two sides of the UGC should be practicable and
feasible in order to ensure the most efficient transit-user convenience possible across the
entire UGC. Further discussion is rcquired on the operational, construction, mamtenance and
safety of the proposed pedestrian concourse as i comnection to the mobility hub station n

Richimond Hilk

Transporiation Capacity and Modal Split

. Ihe report proposes A greuater San 60% con-anto modal spht This 18 an appressive

assumption, and while in prciple we support 4 uen ransit modal share ovor (he
atomobile, we recognize that assumptions on traveal bohavior need to be practical and
realistic. The practicality of achicving this modal share is questionable considering hatt o fthe

PrIVALC
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Langstatf site is beyond a 400 m walking distance from higher-order transit and the proposed
mobility hub.

The circnlation of people and movement of goods within the Langstaff site is restricted by the
lack of public roads connecting Langstaff to the existing street grid. Due to the constraints of
Highway 407 to the north and the Holy Cross cemetery to the south, the Langstaff Plan reclics
on three mixed-traffic roads for access and egress in and out of the site. This is recognized in
the Langstaff report which states that: “issues related fo infrastructure and circulation in the
Langstalf project area are extremely complex and will certainly require much ongoing study
in the years 1o come” While the plan is clear in that it contemplates a large number of car-free
households and a high level of transit dependability, the lack of mmgress and cgress
opportunities matched with the planned number of people and jobs not only in Langstaff but
also in Richmond Hill could lead to unacceptable Iraffic conditions throughout the entire
UGC and pose significant constraints on the road network already in place, including the road

network in Richmond Hill.

It appears that one of the main components of
Red Cedar Avenue connection under Hwy 407 and Hwy 7 to High Tech Road. This four 4)
lane street connection is to permit cycling, pedestrian, buses and vehicles. The Langstaff Plan
shows this connection as being constructed as part of Phase 1. Further discussions are
required between Richmond Hill and Markham on the timing of this road connection.
Following the analysis of the transportation study being undertaken by York Region,
Richmond Hill staff will need to seek direction from Richmond Hill Council in order to
approve the Red Cedar Avenue connection prior to the connection being constructed, with an
understanding of supporting traffic mitigation measures needed hefore this road connentinn ig

the road network within the Langstaff site is the

made.

Triggers

Overall, we are concerned that there is too much reliance on triggers to control the orderly
development of the Langstaff lands. The phasing plan identified in the Langstaff report notes
that approximately 5,000 units can proceed under Phase 1, prior to significant transit
mvestments being in place. Almost two thirds of the total units occurring in this phase are
within the eastern portion of the site near Bayview Avenue, which is not located within
walking distance to any rapid or higher order transit service. The shared regional principles
identify that the initial phases of development will include lands at and adjacent to the
plarmed subway stations. While Page 174 notes that a transit shuttle circulator and a paved
transit-only connection from Langstaff to the Richmond Hill transit station via the CNR
underpass are required under Phase 1, we do not agree that these should be relied on for the
proposed developient density of the lands east of the CN Rail line as they are not directly

served by rapid transit.
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General Comments

L 4

On Page 7, there is an out of date illustration of the Richmond HilVLangstaff Gateway Urban
Growth Centre boundary, This image does not reflect the UGC boundary which was
approved by the Province; however the correct boundary is shown on page 70.

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments on the Langstaff Land Use and Built Form Master

Plan.

Yours truly,

‘Ana Bassios
Commissioner of Planning and Development

ce: Dave Barrow, Mayor Town of Richmond Hiil
Godwin Chan, Ward 6 Councillor, Town of Richmond Hill
Joan Anderton, Chief Administrative Officer
Italo Brutto, Commissioner of Engineering and Public Works
Patrick Lee, Director of Policy
Kelvin K'wan, Director of Development

Fugene Zawadowsky, Director of Engineering

Paul Freeman, Manager of Policy

Brian DeFreitas, Planner I

Marcel Lanteigne, Manager of Transportation

Paunla Dill, Provincial Facilitator

Bryan Tucky, Commissioner of Planning, York Region
Heather Konefat, Director of Community Planning
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Town of Richmond Hill

Py Box 300

275 Fast Beaver Creek Roud
Richmond Hill, Ontagro
Canada 14C 3y5
YOS-TTI-8S800
www.richmondh il .ca

March 2, 2010

Kimberley Kitteringham, Town Clerk
Markham Civic Centre .
101 Town Centre Boulevard,
Markham, Ontario

L3R 9W3

Dear Kimberiey Kitteringham:

Re: Comments on the Markham Langstaff Master Plan and P
Amendment and Secondary Plan for the Langstaff area in

No. D10-ST-RE - (SRPD.10.031)

Delivered

foposed Official Plan
the Town of Markham - File

Richmond Hill Town Council, at its Committee of the Whole meetin
the following resolution contained in the staff report prepared by th
Department entitled “Comments on the Markham Langstaff Maste
Plan Amendment and Secondary Plan for the Langstaff area in the

g on March 1, 2010 passed
e Planning and Development
r Plan and Proposed Official
Town of Markham”™:

a) That SRPD.10.031 regarding the Markham Langstaff Built Form Master Plan and
the proposed Official Plan Amendment and Secondary Plan for the Langstaff
area in the Town of Markham be received and endorsed:

b) That the Town Clerk be directed to send a copy of SRPD.10.031 to the Clerk of
the Town of Markham as a formal submission from the Town of Richmond Hill on
the proposed Langstaff Official Plan Amendment and Secondary Plan;

c) That the Town of Markham be requested to defer the approval of the proposed
Official Plan Amendment and Secondary Plan for the Langstaff area in the Town
of Markham on the basis that it is premature pending the Regional Official Plan
Amendment for the Urban Growth Centre (UGC) and completion of the
necessary studies being undertaken by York Region in collaboration with the
Town of Richmond Hill, City of Vaughan and Town of Markham; '

d) That the Town of Richmond Hill request notification from the Town of Markham
with respect to the decision by the Town of Markham regarding the proposed
Langstaff Official Plan Amendment and proposed Secondary Plan

In accordance with Council's directive the Councit resclution has been forwarded to your
attention.



Kimberley Kitteringham
Town Clerk

March 2. 2010

Page 2

If you require further information please contact Ana Bassios, Commissioner of Planning, at

(905) 771-2417.

Sincerely,

Loy

Donna L. McLarty
Town Clerk

CC: A Bassios, Commissioner of Planning
K. Kwan, Director of Development Planning
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TOWN OF RICHMOND HILL

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
March 01, 2010
SRPD.10.031

Planning and Development Department
Planning

SUBJECT: Comments on the Markham Langstaff Master Plan and Proposed Official
Plan Amendment and Secondary Plan for the Langstaff area in the Town of

Markham
File No. D10-ST-RE

PURPOSE:

The purpose of this staff report is to
and proposed Official Plan Amendment and new Seconda

Town of Markham.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
a) That Staff Report SRPD.10.031 regarding the Markham Langstaff Built Form
Master Plan and the proposed Official Plan Amendment and Secondary Plan for the

Langstaff area of in the Town of Markham be received and endorsed;

That the Town Clerk be directed to send a copy of SRPD.10.031 to the Clerk of the
Town of Markham as a formal submission from the Town of Richmond Hill on the
proposed Langstaff Official Plan Amendment and Secondary Plan;

¢) That the Town of Markham be requested to defer the approval of the proposed
Official Plan Amendment and Secondary Plan for the Langstaff area in the Town of
Markham on the basis that it is premature pending the Regional Official Plan

Amendment for the Urban Growth Centre (UGC) and completion of the necessary
studies being undertaken by York Region in collaboration with the Town of

Richmond Hill, City of Vaughan and Town of Markham; and,

d) That the Town of Richmond Hill request notification from the Town of Markham
with respect to the decision by the Town of Markham regarding of the proposed

Langstaff Official Plan Amendment and proposed Secondary Plan.

provide comments on the Markham Langstaff Master Plan
ry Plan for the Langstaff area in the

b)

Anproved by:

Submutted by:

\na Bassiosg
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BACKGROUND

ated the Langstaft Gateway Land Use and Built

Form Master Plan. The Langstat site is located bv the Town of Markham, south of Highways 7
and 407, and 1s bounded by Langstaft Road to the north, the Holy Cross Cemetery to the south,
d Yonge Street to the west. The site forms part of the Richmond
Hiil/'Langstaff Gateway Urban Growth Centre identified under the Province of Ontario’s Growth
Plun and is one of four Regional Centres designated in York Region. Lands south of Highway
107 north of langstaff Road are within the jurisdiction of the Town of Richmond Hill but are
being considered with the planning of the Markham Langstaff lands. The Langstaff site has a
d area of approximately 47 hectares (116 acres).

d Built Form Master Plan was led and completed by
from consultants Ferris and Associates, IBI and MMM
ciple by Markham Council in December of 2009 and
dential, entertainment and cIvIC uses tied together by a

n May of 2008, the Town of Markham initi

Bayview Avenue to the east an

total gross lan

The Langstatf Gateway Land Use an

Calthorpe Associates along with support

Group. The Plan was endorsed in prin

features a mix of retail, employment, resl

new street and open space network.

The Langstaff Secondary Plan proposes the following development yields as per the Langstaff
lan October 2009 report. The development concept

Gateway Land Use and Built Form Master P
from the study is attached as Appendix “A’ to this report.

emerging
Site Area 47ha (116 acres)
Proposed Dwelling Units 15,000
Projected Popﬁlation 32,000
Projected Number of Jobs 15,000

47,000

Total Number of Persons and Jobs
881 people and jobs/ ha

Projected Density (People + Jobs per hectare)

ORK PLANNING COORDINATION FOR THE RICHMOND
RE AND PROVINCIAL URBAN

REGION OF Y
HILL/LANGSTAFF_GATEWAY REGIONAL CENT

GROWTH CENTRE

09 York Region Council approved from their Planning and Economuc
e recommending the Region's approach to a coordinated framework for
yan Growth Cente (LCC) Wark

On September 24, 20
Development Commutt
G Richmond Hill Langstaft Gateway Re
L the UGC is bomg coordimated hy tae Remon of York as the

Town of Richmond Hill. Town of Markham and Civ of

Region has established the following to gude the

cional Centre and U
approval authority in

Soiiaboration wiin staff from the
Vaughan, As part of the coordinated etfort, the
et of the UGC as a cohesive and integrated Centre:

’L—‘\A,'A
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nmportant issues facing the UGC including: Land Use, Building Complete Communities.

[ntegration, Physical Infrastructure. Implementation and Finance:

Four working sub-groups comprised of Regional staff and specialized staff members from

the area municipalities to work through issues, related options, long-term

recommendations and details of planning policy as it relates to the following areas:

Physical Infrastructure, Planning & Design, Community Facilities & Services and

Financial Tools & Models; and

A coordinated Regional Transportation Study/Master Plan for the UGC to assess traffic

impacts and transportation requirements across the UGC.

The ongoing planning coordination for the UGC is being instructed by the shared principles

attached as Appendix “B” to this report. Richmond Hill, Vaughan and Markham staff continue

to participate in the Region’s coordinated planning effort.

CHRONOLOGY OF COMMENTS ON THE LANGSTAFF BUILT FORM MASTER

PLAN

Richmond Hill Staff forwarded a letter to Town of Markham Staff on March 6, 2009 in response
to a request for comments regarding the draft Langstaff Land Use and Built Form Master Plan
and the development planned for the Langstaff area. The letter identified concerns related to the
height and densities planned for the Langstaff site, concerns relating to connectivity, access,
traffic, and balance of proposed land uses. The letter is attached to this staff report as Appendix

.
On November 16, 2009 the Town received notification on the Langstaff Land Use and Built
Form Master Plan final report, prepared by Calthorpe Associates. A response letter to Markham .
Staff was sent by Richmond Hill on December 10, 2009 outlining concerns with the proposed
development. Many of the concerns identified in the March 06, 2009 letter were carried forward
in the December 10, 2009 letter as many of the initial concerns rajsed by Richmond Hill Staff
remained the same. The December 10, 2009 letter sent to Markham staff is attached to this staff

report as Appendix ‘D’."

PROPOSED NEW OPA AND SECONDARY PLAN FOR THE LANGSTAFF AREA

The Town of Markham has scheduled a statutory public meeting under the Planning 4ct o
consider a Town initiated Amendment to the Markham Official Plan and new Secondary Plan for

the Langstatf area of Thernhill.  The public meeting is scheduled to take place on Tuesday

March G20 2010 at 7.00 p.m. at the Town of Markham Municipal Offices. The Town of
Richmond Hill received notification on February 11, 2010. A copy of the notice is attached as

Appendix ‘E’ to this report.
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REOUIRED REGIONAL STUDIES TO SUPPORT THE UGC

ed by York Region in partnership with Markham, Vaughan and
llaborative work of the sub-working groups has

critical actions to be undertaken for the UGC to
chieve a complete, integrated, diverse and vibrant UGC that 1s well served by rapid transit.
vork Region Staff is 1n the process of coordinating an Urban Growth Centre-Wide
Transportation Study for the UGC in partnership with the Town of Markham, City of Vaughan
and Richmond Hill that will study the full transportation requircments needed for the UGC to
meet the needs of the growth centre in the context of a larger Regional setting. [t is the intent of
this study to create 2 Transportation Network Plan and investigate 2 comprehensive
transportation infrastructure phasing plan. The Transportation Study will be based on the
nning and urban design studies that have been completed by Richmond Hill and Markham for

The shared principles establish
Richmond statt along with the ongoing co
identitied the need for additional studies and

pla
the Urban Growth Centre.

The terms of reference for the Centre-wide Transportation Study focuses on:

rk Plan that will accommodate and support the planned land use In

. Developing a Netwo
the UGC;
ation Demand Management (TDM) Plan that includes infrastructure,

. Preparing a Transport
duce auto travel and promote transit;

policies and programs to 1€

. Preparing a Parking Strategy to reduce surface parking and establish parking standards
across the UGC;
. Preparing an Infrastructure Phasing Plan that is performance-based which will establish

date phasing of development;

policies to accommo
and optimization including a Congestion

Undertaking traffic network analysis
Management Plan; and,
Preparing a F unding Strategy and Implementation Strategy.

Other critical actions and/or required studies include:

A Comprehensive Fiscal Analysis;

A Community Facilities and Services Inventory;

. Regional Official Plan Amendment (ROPA) to provide direction to emerging Secondary

Plans; and,

Provincial Encagement

.
‘he colinhoration and engoing work of the inter-municipal
coordination will help to inform and establish policies for the
mond Hill Regional Centre and [angstaff portions of the
« that the required studies that have emerged through
Py e s

BRI LS SN I

e completion of these iems through

sub-groups through York Region's
future Secondary Plans for the R
e o the opinh
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Further, York Region Council recently adopted the new York Region Official Plan (ROP) on
December 16. 2009, While the new ROP has policies dealing with the Urban Growth Centre,
Regional Staft have indicated in correspondence to Richmond Hill and Markham that they intend
to adopt a Regional Otficial Plan Amendment in 2010 to provide direction to local Secondary
Plans such as Markham's Langstaff Plan. Accordingly, based on the collaboration among the
municipalities, Richmond Hill Staff are of the opinion that this policy direction should be
completed prior to the approval of the Langstaff Secondary Plan. It is Richmond Hill Staffs
intention to bring forward a Secondary Plan for the Richmond Hill Centre, based on the
Richmond Hill Regional Centre Study endorsed by Council, subsequent to the Completion of the
Town’s Official Plan.and the necessary studies being completed by York Region.

At this time, detailed Secondary Plan policies established by the local area municipalities should
be considered premature pending the Regional Official Plan Amendment for the UGC and
completion of the necessary studies that are being coordinated and implemented by York Region
in collaboration with both the Town of Richmond Hill and Town of Markham.

COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED SECONDARY PLAN AND AMENDMENTS TO
THE TOWN OF MARKHAM OFFICIAL PLAN

Town Staff has had an opportunity‘to review the proposed Official Plan Amendment and
Secondary Plan for the Langstaff area and note that many of the comments and concerns

provided previously in the letters to Markham Planning Staff dated March 6, 2009 and December
staff continues to have concerns with the

10, 2009 respectively remain unresolved. Specifically,

following:

Proposed Height and Density

Town staff are concerned about the density proposed in the Langstaff Plan and the impact
of that potential density and traffic on Richmond Hill. At a regional level, the proposed
density for the Langstaff site is disproportionate considering the limited connectivity of

the site and the lack of direct higher order transit access primarily to the eastern half of the
ons identified in the Growth Plan

Langstaff area. It is understood that the density provisi
(200 people and jobs/ha) and the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) (400 people and
entire UGC. However the density

jobs/ha) are minimum targets to be achieved across the
proposed for Langstaff is estimated to be 8§81 persons and jobs per hectare, a figure that is

more than double what is contemplated by the Growth Plan and Metrolinx density targets.

[

Approximately half of the Langstaff site is not within walking distance to higher-order
transit, particularly the arca east of the CN Rail line. but is supported with a connection
via a pedestrian concourse into Richmond Fill. In this regard, Richmond Hill staff
suggest that a walking distance measured from the entrance to the proposed concourse is
not appropriate as transit users would be required to walk an additional 400 metres to
reach the planned mobility hub station located in Richmond Hill. The proposed concourse
should not he relied upon to justity the lova! of development propesed far thar ey of the
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Balance of Proposed Land Uses

location of density appears to be arournd the CN Rail
appears contrary to the principles established by the
planned higher order transit facilities and

The Langstatt Plan’s greatest al
corridor.  This density allocation

Region that call for concentrating densities at the
decreasing with distance from those facilities. To conform to these principles, the density

shown adjacent to the CN Rail corridor 1s more appropriate closer to Yonge Street in
proximity to the Longbridge subway station area. On this point, Richmond Hill Staff
suggest that the Langstatf Plan does not meet the Region’s agreed upon principles.

Transit Facility and Location

Richmond Hill Staff suggest the Langstaff site contribute more 1o achieve a long-term 1:1
ratio of people and jobs per hectare consistent with the Growth Plan and the York Region

Official Plan so that it along with the Richmond Hill Centre can provide a more even
balance of jobs and residents contributing to the overall development of the UGC as a

healthy, vibrant complete community.

Creating a single multi-modal transit facility will be key to achieving the high modal split
envisioned for transit and the Transit-Oriented Development needed to support the UGC
as an Anchor Mobility hub. For the mobility hub to operate efficiently and provide the
most effective transit-user service possible, the hub should integrate all modes of transit

into the mobility hub transit station.

The alignment of the Yonge Street Subway extens
as Option “C” and was confirmed through the appr
process by the Minister of the Environment on April 06, 2009 and supported by Markham
Council on October 14, 2008. The placement of the Richmond Hill Centre transit
terminal, demonstrated in the Richmond Hill Regional Final Recommendations Report,
positions the Richmond Hill Centre mobility hub station in a central and accessible

Richmond Hill Staff do not support any

location to serve the UGC as much as possible.
alternatives that would result in the relocation of the proposed mobility hub station which

would detract from the critical mass of development potential around the anchor mobulity

hub station.

jon within the Town of Richmond Hill
oval of the Environmental Assessment

Connecfivitv across the UGC

Richmond Hill Staff support connections between Langstaff and the Richmond Hill
Regional Centre. Both Markham and Richmond Hill show the same potential connections
between the two portions of the UGC in their respective land use studies. The
Jevelopment concept for the Richmond Hill Regional Centre recognizes a connection to
the Langstaff site via the multi-use corridor which runs parallel to the CN Rail line as well
15 an extension of Red Cedar Avenue south of Highway 7 and 407. To ensure proper
ty, connections between the two sides of the UGC should be practicable and
most cfficient transit-user convenience possible across the
s required on the operational, construction, maintenance
ian concourse as a connection to the mobility hub

COnnectivi
feasible in order to ensure the
entire UGC. Further discussion 1
and safety of the proposed pedestr
Com iy Richrend PR
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Transportation Capacity and Modal Split

Phasi

A 60% non-auto modal split is envisioned for Langstaff  This is an aggressive
assumption, and while in principle Richmond Hill Staff support a high transit modal share
over the private automobile, it is recognized that assumptions on travel behavior need to
be practical and realistic. The practicality of achieving this modal share is questionable
considering half of the LangstafT site is beyond a 400 metre walking distance from higher-

order transit and the proposed mobility hub.
s within the Langstaff site is restricted by

The circulation of people and movement of good
to the existing street grid. Due to the

the lack of public roads connecting Langstaff
constraints of Highway 407 to the north and the Holy Cross cemetery to the south, the

Langstaff Plan relies on three mixed-traffic roads for ingress and egress in and out of the

site. This is recognized in the Langstaff report which states that: “Issues related to
infrastructure and circulation in the Langstaff project area are extremely complex and will
certainly require much ongoing study in the years to come”. While the plan is clear in that
it contemplates a large number of car-free households and a high level of transit

gress opportunities matched with the planned

dependability, the lack of ingress and e
angstaff but also in Richmond Hill could lead to

population and employment not onlyinL
unacceptable traffic conditions throughout the entire UGC and pose significant constraints
on the road network already in place, including the road network in Richmond Hill.

thin the Langstaff area is the proposed Red

Cedar Avenue connection under Hwy 407 and Hwy 7 to High Tech Road. This four (4)
lane street connection is intended to permit cycling, pedestrian, buses and vehicles. The
Langstaff Plan shows this connection as being constructed as part of Phase 1. Further
discussions are required between Richmond Hill and Markham on the timing of this road
connection. Following the analysis of the transportation study being undertaken by York
Region, Richmond Hill Council approval will be needed to approve the Red Cedar
Avenue connection prior to the connection being constructed, with an understanding of

supporting traffic mitigation measures needed before this road connection is made.

A main component of the road network wi

ng and Trigoers

.

phasing and triggers to contro] the orderly development of

the Langstaff lands. The Secondary Plan provides that approximately 5,000 units can
proceed under Phase 1, prior to significant transit investments being in place. Almost two
thirds of the total units occurring in this phase are within the eastern portion of the site near
Bayview Avenue, which is not located within walking distance to any rapid or higher order
transit service. In contrast, the shared regional principles identify that the initial phases of
development will include lands at and adjacent to the planned subway stations.

The Secondary Plan relies on

shows 3 major phases of

Although the draft Secondary Plan provides a Schedule that
or infrastructure.

development that may oecur generally in relation to the provision of maj
the Plan anticipates the tuture development of a “Langstatf Gateway Development Phasing
Plan” This Phasing Plan (unlike the Secondary Plan) would be a non-statutory document
that would be endorsed by Council and be amended by Council without an amendment to
the Secondary Plan or other broader public process. Richmond Hill st4F are concerned thar

CTpheang oo b

ST L s aed reangrepenes dhhe unen o

o e
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phasing will be accomplished through
ns in the Zoning By-law. No detail is provided as to how much
a given point in time. Accordingly, large
with little input from third parties. Greater
Id ensure that lands are not made

Mhe Secondary Plan notes that implementation of the

(he use of holding provisio
of the Secondary Plan lands may be zoned at
areas could have the holding provision removed
g the application of zoning wou
lopment in advance of infrastructure requirements.

certainty regardin
available for deve
FINAN‘CIAL/STAFFIN'G/OTHER IMPLICATIONS:
endation does not have any financial or

This staff report was produced in-house. The recomm

staffing implications.

RELATIONSHIP TO THE STRATEGIC PLAN:

There are no direct implications with respect to the Strategic Plan.

CONCLUSION:

report 1s 1O provide comments on the proposed Official Plan
Plan for the Langstaff area in the Town of Markham. Richmond
ber of concerns with the proposed plan. There is

involving staff from York Region, Markham,
rated Urban Growth Centre. That work
| studies and critical actions that are
The completion of the emerging
is critical to addressing all

hasing making approval of

The purpose of this staff

Amendment and Secondary
Hill Staff have and continue to express a num
an extensive coordination process underway
Vaughan and Richmond Hill in the planning for an integ
has identified the need for some significant additiona
necessary prior to the adoption of detailed Secondary Plans.
Regional policy direction and Centre-Wide Transportation Study
outstanding issues and understanding the necessary infrastructure p

Markham’s Langstaff Secondary Plan premature.

It is recommended that Staff Report SRPD.10.031 co
eceived and endorsed by Council and that the Town of Markham be requested to defer approval
of the proposed Official Plan Amendment and Secondary Plan for the Langstaff area of

Viarkham on the basis that it is premature pending the completion of the necessary studies being
completed by York Region in coordination with the Town of Richmond Hill, City of Vaughan

and Town of Markham.

ncerning the Langstaff Secondary Plan be
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Richmond Hill/Langstaff Urban Growth Centre — P|

Goal Statement:

PCachieve g CO'.;Cfét*’;, d!‘v‘@fSE’, comeact "J’“yral:[, mteﬂra:ed, sustainable ang weijl-
! ’ =)
e !p?C‘y‘ nent,

Cr ndusin

d2sgred Centre, to serve as a focal point intne Regicn ¢
:uitura!/’cbmmumty facihties, and transit connecticns.

Shared Principles:

1.0 Land Use and Urban Design

1.1 Planning will be comprehensive and achieve the implementation of a Cchesive,

integrated and complete community

1.2 The initial phases of development will include lands at and adjacent to the

planned subway stations
Development densities will be concentrated at the planned higher order transit

1.3
facilities, achieve 3 minimum of 3.5 Floor Space Index (FS1), and decrease with
distance from the those facilities

1.4 A diverse mix of uses will be accommodated to create complete and active

precincts or neighbourhoods within the Regional Centre. which will include the
assignment of supportive resident‘to~employee ratios
gh standard, and contribute to a sense-of-place

1.5  Built form and design will set 3 hi
precinct or neighbourhood, and for the

and community identity for each
Regional Centre as a whole
Implementation tools, including the use of Section 37 of the Planning Act, will be
incorporated into the respective secondary plans to achieve bona fide
community benefits, which shall be described in the plans, that serve the

residents and businesses of the Regional Centre

16

2.0 Building Complete Communities

Neighbourhoods or precincts will be complete and self-sufficient communities

2.1
within an integrated Regional Centre, to the extent possible and recognizing
physical constraints

2.2 Land uses will provide !ive—work-shop‘play Gpportunities for ali residents with.n

the Regional Centra, taking into acccun: a wide range of income levels 3rd
emagragphics

Regiondl Centre wili be 4 SOMEBIELE Jommunity wth 5 oo SOMIMILM Ty
facilities and essential services, including emergency medical servicss EMSTH

fire. police, schools, hbraries arens

e

(e

s, playgrounds and others



Sharad Principies mage 2.4
Building Complete Communities (cont.)

Cammurnity faciites inoiuding squaras, parks, naturai recreation areas, and

2.4
pedestrian and cyching paths, wiil be integrated inTo the community and
~~ntribute to a sense of place for residents ard employees within Centre
2.5 cacilites and services wil coincide with each phase of development, and will B2
S process, including the applicaticn

provided through the development approval
¢ Section 37 of the Planning Act

f5cilities and services by area residents and empl
through a short walk or cycling trip

2.6 Access to the oyees wili be
convenient, safe, and available
d active recreation areas, will be accessible to

Amenity space, including parks an
losed within privately owned buildings

the public, as opposed to being enc

(R
~J

3.0 Community Integration

e Centre will be optimized, working to

1 Connectivity and integration across th
y physical barriers and multi municipal

manage potential constraints posed b

L

jurisdictions
rdinate, through agreements and related tools, the operations of and
(e.g. libraries, recreation programs, etc.) and
across the Regional Centre

3.2 Coo
funding for community services
infrastructure (e.g. street grid, sidewalks, etc.)

son between among the Region, Markham, Richmond Hill and
tegration and planning, leading up 1o and
of the secondary plans, and continue to
(e.g. formal municipal

33 Ongoing liai
vaughan to enhance community in

following the finalization and approvals
the development approvals and implementation stages

working group or pianning advisory group)

4.0 Physical Infrastructure

The provinciatly-designated Mobility Hub is the central and most important

4.1
destination, origin and transfer point for transit trips within the Centre, and has a
Region-wide significance. Development will therefore serve to enhance access
to and support the efficient functioning of this facility

1.2 Nevelopment and related phases will proceed on the basis of transit-priority and

nen-3uts fravel modes such 3s walking and cycling, and the demonstration of
apomapacty o, fom et tas Rogional Centre

I N 1 L
SLthiotens s oortal.on

s

X transportation study/master plan e 7o I BND I TS tE AR FE LA
Lode-area e goinciuding ards north to 1oth Avenue]
~aditions, dentify short, medium and lerg-term

spre celyted deyelooment thrashaolds and tragers

W

fransocrration facmlie:

srd include current &




Shared Principles page 3.4

Physical Infrastructure (cont.)

“d Transportation capacity will be assessed on the Easis of congestion

management

15 A camprehensive and integrated mobility plan and strategy - addressing all
moedes of transpertation with an emphasis on non-auto modes — wijl te
prepared by the appiicants as a condition of development approvals, consistant

with the findings of the wide-area transportation study/master plan

Afine-grained street grid network will be planned and implemented through th=

4.6
develcpment approvals and phasing process, including the identification of
additional road, pedestrian, cycling and transit linkages

4.7 Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures, including ride-sharing
programs for residents/employees and transit pass incentives, will be required
by the municipalities as a condition of development approvals for each phase

4.8 Parking supply and design will reflect and support the transit-priority of the

Regional Centre, and shall include parking management approaches that include
the establishment of consistent and low maximum parking standards, and on-

street parking in appropriate areas

e.g. openihg of subway, TDM measures, etc.) for each

49 Development triggers (
that are tied to

phase of development will include performance-based standards
mode shares for transit and other non-auto modes

Transportation capacity, including transit mode shares and non-auta measures,

4.10
will be monitored for and throughout each phase of development

4.11  Traffic congestion will be managed throughout the build-out of the Regional
Centre in a manner that supports transit, walking and cycling as the primary
travel modes, and that takes advantage of state-of-the-art technologies

4.12 The “walk-to” catchment areas for the transit stations will be not be uniform,

and will be based on pedestrian and cycling connectivity and associated travel
times, generally based on a maximum 15-20 minute walk for the majority of
people

5.0 Implementation of Community and Servicing Requirements

The Regional Centre will integrate complete and self-sufficient neighbourhands
or precincts, that have on-site cammunity facilities and essentia| services,
including emergency medical services (EMS), fire, police, schools, libraries,

arenas, playgrounds and cthers

51

Faciities and services will coincide with each phase of development ang wil ko
Jded through the develcpmert approvals Fracess based or ap mnyentsry of

SImmuUnity needsin the short, medium and g term,

[
o)

aldsll
~t O
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Implementation of Community and Servicing Requirements (cont.)

Phasing plans wili be deveicped, which will srescribe the phasing and staging at
the precinct or neighbourhood level toensure the orderly, sequential and

integrated implementation of secondary p
Community services and facilities (e.g. EMS stations, libraries, etc.) will be
iects and buildings within each pnase of

integrated into development sites, pre)
f shared facilities and related

development. This includes the implementaticn o
(e.g. school boards) and through developer-

fans

programs among service providers

municipal agreements
thin each precinct or neighbourhood will
including community and

generation {e g.

Phasing and staging of development wi
be tied to triggers related to infrastructure capacity,

social services and facilities, transportation, on-site energy

district energy), and water and waste water
financial contributions to, community facilities and

across the Regional Centre

Natural features {e.g. streams, woodlots, etc.), related linkages, and stormwater
management will be planned for and implemented in a comprehensive manner

across the Regional Centre

Equitable distribution of, and
services (e.g. parks, libraries etc.)

6.0 Financial Principles

6.1

5.3

A comprehensive fiscal analysis, funded by development, will be undertaken
collaboratively by the municipalities as a condition of phase 1 development
approvals, and subsequent phases, to determine the costs of common
infrastructure required to service the Centre over the short, medium and long-

rerm.

The costs of required Infrastructure and se
municipalities to support each developmentp

rvices, as determined by the
hase, will be borne by the

developers
elopment and planning approval-related

Development charges, and other dev
gional Centre and will be based on the

fees, will be consistent across the Re

orinciple of cost-recovery
park land dedication and parking standards, including cash in-lieu provisicns, will
~e uniform across the Centre to ensure 3 level playing field in the development

soplication and 3PEIOVAIS pro

< Arr oyl oeapclhed ooy T

“np Loz ot Section 37 cf the Panming ALt

ol e B G e e e
I not Do raguirzd 20 LT oo e
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feveispmant approvals
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Murch 8, 2009

Mr. Jim Baird, Commissioner of Development Services

Town of Markham
Development Services Department
101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, ON L3R 9W3

Dear Jim:

Re:  Langstaff Master Plan Study

Proposed Secondary Plan for the Langstaff Planning District

This letter is in response to the request from Markham Planniny s
municipalities and review agencies with respect w the Lang
by Calthorpe Associates as provided to the Town VIa c-nul

Firstly, I would like to record my disappointment with the overa
consultation with the Town as the neighbouring municipality concemnin
development proposal. While Calthorpe Associates
concerning their concept plan, there has been liule
between our two planning Jurisdictions.
raised below could have been resolved before
towards the greater success of the whole Urban Growth Centre.

As you are aware, on February 11, 2009. Town of Richmond Hi
the Markham’s Planning staff and representanves of Caithorpe

taft for comments from abutting
starl Gateway Concept Plan prepared
on February 24. 2009.

Il process and lack of meaningiul
¢ the Langstaff Gateway
has hcld 2 number of public mectings
Or no attempt to resolve municipal issues
I 'would have hoped that the concerns and questions
now and that we could have worked in partnership

I staff requested a meeting with
Assoclates to seek clarification on

the fundamental land use and design principles for the Langstafl’ Gateway Concept Plan and to
of the recently commenced Richmond Hill Regional

provide Markham staff with an overview
Centre Land Use and Urban Design Study.
Hill has a direct interest in the overall v
servicing, urban design and other aspects of the Langs
to the February 11, 2009 meeting and Markh
proposal, statl has the following comments:

Proposed Density

A s secepied that the mimimum G Ha
cer heciare i the Richmond Hull Lanpstary - oo

approach tiken by Caithorpe Associates o i

nectare within the Langstaft porton of the 100 .- o
e ONR Mo moi o000

har the Lmds woast of

i

RO,

As un abutting municipality, the Town of Richmond
tsion. propased land use, transportation planning,
tfl Gateway Concept Plan. As a follow up
am’s request for comments on the [angstft

rens Jor 260 people and o
wic! Lhe 2 minumum tareet the
ol e persons and jobs per
P ds dilustrated by the g

Y e
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cvep iy L Instead of plannmg 103
piiu’@‘k»:d (o i« the oreabion of @ new

+ o function of the area. The
e much ol the propused

The proposed denstty would e one of the nizhest ders

ber. the approach should r

Clve Conile Rt e

arget growth num
community and te plan approgprately based
preposed density would appear 10 be cxorsstte ey
development would be from the higher order rarstt.

Phee L -
TSR VRN

Traffie/Modal Split

the Lanustatt Gateway Concepl Plan, the
the fevel of growth anucipated,

B340

rraffic impacts reluted 0

in order to properly review the
fhe study that Justifics

Town of Richmond Hill will require a ra
the modal split assumptions, an analysis of the road network capacity and ability of the =xisting

road network to accommodate the proposed road mprovements given the existing trafhc
congestion, especially along Bayview Avenue north ot Highway 7. The tratfic study must
identify muitigation MmMEASUEs that ensure that uutiic dues oot infiltrate the residential
neighbourhoods north of High Tech Road and the nming. cost and who will pay for any required
road improvements. In addition to the preceding, the study must be based on appropriate phasing
of the proposed development in relation to the implementation of ransit.

modal split assumed by Calthorpe Associates can be
level of growth and the relationship to traffic

It is questionable that the projected 60%
rwork north of Highway 7 in the Town of

achieved. Additionally, there is concern with the
impact on the road network, including the local road ne
Richmond Hill. While the concept of higher density being established in the UGC is
fundamentally understood and supported by the Town. an acceptable level of growth and reahistic
tratfic assumptions needs to be planned. To this end. the Town of Richmond Hill requires a
detailed traffic analysis that should be peer reviewed together with the projected traffic volume to

be generated in the Richmond Hill portion of the U GC.

It should be noted that Richmond Hill's road network docs not have the capacity to accommodate
the preliminary traffic assignment for the development of the Langstaff lands and that priority
must be given to the trafﬁc generated by the development to be established in the Richmond Hill

portion of the UGC.

Balance of Proposed Land Uses

As you are aware, the Region of York Official Plan aims for a 111 rato between population and
employment in the Richmond HilVLangstaff Urban Growth Centre. The lands on both sides of
the 407 in the UGC already have a Regional and local context and future growth should be
predicated on a balanced approach in order to ensure that one side is not predominantly
employment and the other residential in naturc. Io addition to the balance of population and
employment, there needs to be consideration of other fuctors such us the provision of community

sorvices in order to ensure the completencss of the propuscd community.

Community Services

it development, 1t 1s unclear
id and amentties and where

From renewing the proposed comespt plan for e

g assamptions pave een made for the pri
cared fciitics may be recuired.  The Froan NPIEPHS RN IR

provided o adidress concens Ly TeZN

Gintoral snivrmation o

il ',idu

B



Role of the Richmond Hill Portion of the 16O

A significant amount of development and redecloprient @ ovour within the Richmond LY
porton of the LGC despite the cament wic of some o6 e mnds. e suceess of the Richmong
Pihe development immediately around the

Hill'LangstafT UGC will depend upon the success of
multi-modal rransit facilitv. s such, the role of the \roes
the Richmond Hill portion of the UGC neecs 10 he heter olar
the mult modal ransit facility.

pertion of the UGC 1n relation to
sednderstood. particularly around

Transit Facilitv Location

As per Town Council’s direction, the Town fullv supports the concept of estabhishing an
mtegrated multi modal transit facility within the Richmond Hill portion of the UGC based on
Subway Alignment Option *C’. The Town would not support any alternatives that would resuit
in the relocation of the proposed terminal station further south which would detract from the
critical mass of development potential around that stron within the Richmend Hill portion of the
of the UGC. Additonally. the Town does not support the location of the proposed 407
Transitway smtions in the middle of Highway 407 as depicted on the concept plan for the
Langstaff lands. In this regard, the 407 Transitway should be Jickad directly 1o the proposed
multi-modal transit station within the Richmond Hill Centre lunds, as planned by the Province.

Market Share

The Langstatt Gateway Concept Plan as presently constituted does not address the need for a
coordinated vision for the entire Richmond Hiil'Langstait UGC, mcluding the lands north of
Highway 407. In this regard, an important quality of a successful UGC is to have intense
development in close proximity to the transit hub. If intense wrowth of high density developmen:
were to occur away from the transit nodes of the UG, this may result in the dilution of the

development potential where it is required.

Development within and outside of a 500 metre (3 minute) and §00 metre (10 minute) walking
distance of public transit should be a realistic goal. It is evident that the lands in the castern half
he 800 metre radius. As such, the amount of

of the LangstafT portion of the UGC extend heyond t
development contemplated in this area is questionable and thercflore fewer people in this area will

use transit in relation to the assumed modal spli:.

Phasing and Timine

Appropnate policies will be required to phuse the propused development, parking. infrastructure
and community services in relation to the provision of ransic, romithstanding the wratfic impact

concemns.

Role of Yonse Street

G IV L angstaff UGC and that
wwehmond Hill, The Langstatt
e Yonge Street recounizing

ae Rickmond Fi partion of

ftis recogmized that Yonge Street is the regional focus o Rics
this arca should be celebrated as such by Markhary, Vaaban oo
concept plan is inwardly focused and mors witen o o S
that there s much more potenual to Jo this nent

the LG
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Infrastructure
ennrevided as part of the Langstal!t propesal.

oo ne andized. This has not been

nformation on detatied infraswructure nas et b
Previously 1t was wdenutied that facilities 1 Rictunond Thitingn
sddressed and as such, additioral information will be reginrea betore Town staff can provide any

comments on this matter.

Conclusion
es Town staff’s comments coneeniing the Langstatf Gateway Concept
Plan. Without guestion, the scale of the proposalis anprecedenied and in cansideration of the
Town's preliminary comments. further and more detatled justification will be required for the
Town of Richmond Hill to support such an ambittous propusal. Norwithstanding the preceding
and as noted in previous discussions, Town of Richmend Hill suft are willing to waork with
Varkham staff to better coordinate the vision for this urea. Please contact me at 905-771-8910 or
via e-mal at abassios@richmondhill.ca should vou wish to Turther digcuss'this matter.

The preceding summariz

Yours truly

-
A

Ana Basstos
Commissioner of Planning and Development

D. Barrow, Town of Richmond Hill Mayor

J. Anderton, Chief Admimsirative Officer

P. Lee, Director of Policy

K. Kwan, Director of Developrment

P Freeman, Manager of Policy

J. Leung, Manager of Urban Design

G. Galanis, Manager of Development - Site Plans
{_ Brutto, Commissioner of Engineering and Public Works

M. Lunteigne, Manager of Transportation, TratTic and Site Plans
G. Flint, Development Coordinator

D. Miller, Senior Project Coordinator

B. Tuckey, Region of York Comrmssiener ot |

[+

dianniny and Development
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December 10, 2009

Jim Baird, MCIP, RPP
Commissioner of Development Services
Town of Markham

{01 Town Centre Boulevard,

Markham, ON L3R 9W3

Re:  Langstaff Built Form Master Plan - Final Report
Town of Richmond Hill Staff Comments

Dear Mr. Baird,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Langstaff Land Use & Built Form Master

Plan Report (October 2009), prepared by Calthorpe Associates and circulated on November 16, 2000.

We support the ongoing collaboration with the Town of Maurkham and York Region to appropriately

plan for the future redevelopment of the Richmond Hil/Langstatt Gateway Urban Growth Ceuntre, and
look forward to continuing this collaboration as the Langstaff Land Use & Built Form Master Plan and

Richmond Hill Centre Design and Land Use studies are completed.

Richmond Hill staff has had an opportuiity to review the draft Langstaff Land Use & Built Form
Master Plan. We note that many of our comments and concers remain the same as those stated ig our

letter dated March 6, 2009,

Proposed Height and Density

We are concemed about the density proposed in the Langstaff Plan and the impact of that
potential density and traffic on Richmond Hill. Ata regicnal level, the proposed density for
the Langstaff site is disproportionate considering the limited connectivity of the site and the
lack of direct higher order transit access, primarily to the eastern half of Langstaff. We are
aware that the density provisions identified in the Growth Plan (200 pi/ha) and the RTP
(400pj/ha) are minimum targets to be achicved acress the entire UGC, however the density

proposed i1 the Land Use & Built Form Master Plan for Langstaff is estimated at 881 persons
and jobs per hectare, 2 figure that is weli in excess of west s contemplated by the Provincial
Lirget.

' ! HOSHe 5 0 within waliing distance to buthor-

IRL VTN RS H

Ve note that more than halr of the Lanpstost g
“the ON Raid lise, Bt is stipported with a connect:on

order transit, particularly the area east o+
via a pedestrian concourse into Rickmond {11l
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it Band, MO, RPP
Decernber 13, 2009

S ge D
Page £

The propesed concourse should not he relied

ol or thar ar=a of the Langstaff site, outsice of

400 metres to reach the mobility Lub stativr.
to justify the level of development prepus

npon
g distance.

an appropriate walkin
There does not appear to be any detaiied commentary on the proposed bulding heights n the
Langstaff Plan except on page 111 in Table 5.05.  The table shows high-rise residential
buildings to have what appears to be a height equivaient of 15-50 stories, however it is

the eastern portion of the site

unclear as to how this height range was established and wiy
ol density considerng this portion of Langstaff 1s not

adjacent to the woodlot proposes Lig

within proximity to lugher order transit. We aisc do not agree with the statement on Page 64,

which states “if is desirable to have a concentration of density near the Langstaff weodlot fcr

‘eyes on the street’ informal surveillance of this natural environment. » Surveillance of the

woodlot cannot be used as justification for higher densities on this eastern half of the

Langstaff stite. Experience would suggest exactly the opposite: that extraordinary
ity have a scvere detrimental impact on woodlots.

concentrations of denst
. The Langstaff Plan’s greatest allocation of density appears to be around the CN Rail corridor.
This density allocation also appears contrary to the principles established by the Region that
+ order transit facilities and decreasing

call for concentrating densities at the planned highe
with distance from those facilities. To conform to these principles, the density shown

adjacent to the CN Rail corridor is more appropriate closer to Yonge Street in proximity ©

the Longbridge subway station arca.

Balance of Proposed Land Uses

. The report estimates that the Langstaff pertion of the UGC will be comprised of 9,624 jobs
and 31,790 persons by full build-out (pg. 33). As stated in our March 6, 2009 letter, we bave

concerns regarding the significant disparity n the total number of jobs relative to the total
number of persons forecasted for the Langstaff portion of the UGC. Our understanding is that
there is a proposed ratio of 0.30 jobs for every resident within Langstatf, however the report 1s
not specifically clear on how .t meets the Region of York Official Plan target of a1;1 ratio of
people and jobs. We suggest the Langstaff site contribute more to achieve a long-term [:1
ratio of people and jobs per hectare consistent with the Growth Plan and the York Region
Official Plan so that it along willi the Richmond Hill Centre can provide a more even balunce
of jobs and residents and contribute to the overall development of the UGC as a heaitay,

vibrant complete community.

Transit Facility and Location
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Jim Bawd, MO, RPP
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cfage 1

proxumity to the higher order transit stating and muoniity fub should be within an acceptalle

“walk to” cacchment area, rather than relving o shuttle bus services,

On Page 71, there is an image which illustrates the various alignments of the Yonge Street
Subway extension. Below the Image is accompailying text which provides the follewing
notation: "proposed subway extension and rapid transit route alternatives”. The alignment

of the Yonge Street Subway extension within the Town of Rickmond Hill has been finalized

as Option “C” and was confirmed through the approval of the Environmental Assessment
2009 and supported by Markham

process by the Minister of the Environment an Apri} 06,
Counctl on October 14, 2008. The placement of the Richmond Hill Centre transit terminal,
demonstrated in the Richmond Hill Regional Centre Preferred Concept Report together with
the proposed Longbridge subway station south of the 407, positions the Richmond Hill Centre
mobility hub in a central and accessible location to serve the UGC as much as possible.
Richmond Hill does not Support any alternatives that would result in the relocation of the
: critical mass of development
Town staff recommends that

that any images from the approved EA be

properly referenced.

Connectivity across the UGC

On Page 72, in reference to the connections between the Richmond Hill and Markham
portions of the UGC, the report states: "These issues are complicated further by the presence
thin several hundred metres of the site.

of no less than 3 different municipalities wi

Differences of opinion have already surfaced, for instance, between the City of Richmond Hill

and the Town of Markham as to how best to connect their respective developments to each
To be clear, Town of Richmond

other and 1o the planned regional transit infrast
Hill staff support a connection between Langstaff and the Richmond Hill Regional Centye,

Both Markham and Richmond Hill show the same potential connections between the two
portions of the UGC. The Richmond Hill Preferred Concept Report recognizes a connection
to the Langstaff site via the multi-use corridor which runs parallel to the CN Rail line as wel]
as an extension of Red Cedar Avenue south of Highway 7 and 407. To ensure proper
connectivity, connections between the two sides of the UGC should be practicable and
feasible in order to ensure the most efficient transit-user convenience possible across the
entire UGC. Further discussion is required on the opcrational, construction, maintenance and
safety of the proposed pedestrian concourse as 4 connection to the mobility hub station in

Richmound Hill.

ructure.”

Lransportation Capacity and Modal Split

eater than 007 pon-anto nyead sphit. This is an AOETEET e
SURDPOTL A Righ traesit medal share over the privale
chavior need to be practical L

The report proposes a g
assumption, and while in principle we
automobile, we recegnize that assumplions on (rave! 0
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Triggers

aird, MR REP

er 19, 2009

her-order transit and the propesed

[38

I angstaff site is beyond a 400 m walking distance from big

mobility kub.
The circulation of people and movement of gocds within the Langstaff site 1s restricied by the
'ack of public roads connecting Langstaff to the existing street grid. Due to the constraints of
Highway 407 to the rorth and the Holy Cross cemetery to the south, the Langstaff Plan relies
on three mixed-traffic roads for access and egress 1n and out of the site. This is recognized in
the Langstaff report which states that: "issues related to infrastructure and circulation in the

Langstaff project area are extremely complex and will certainly require much ongoing study
in the years to come” While the plan is clear in that it contemplates a large number of car-free
households and a high level of transit dependability, the lack of ingress and egress
opportunities matched with the planned number of people and jobs not only in Langstaff but
also in Richmond Hill could lead to unacceptable traffic conditions throughout the entire
UGC and pose significant constraints on the road network already in place, including the road

network in Richmond Hill.

the road network within the Langstaff site 1s the
ander Hwy 407 and Hwy 7 to High Tech Road. This four (4)
pedestrian, buses and vehicles. The Langstaff Plan
art of Phase 1. Further discussions are
the timing of this road connection.

It appears that one of the main components of

Red Cedar Avenue connection
lane street connection is to permit cycling,
shows this connection as being constructed as p

required between Richmond Hill and Markham on
Following the analysis of the transportation study being undertaken by York Region,

Richmond Hill staff will need to seek direction from Richmond Hill Council in order to
approve the Red Cedar Avenue connection prior to the connection being constructed, with an
anderstanding of supporting traffic mitigation measures needed before this road connection 1s

made.

ermed that there is too much reltance on triggers to control the orderiy
The phasing plan identified in the Langstaff report notes
proceed under Phase I, prior to significant transit

investments being in place. Almost two thivds of the total units occwring in this phase are
within the eastem portion of the site near Bayview Avenue, which is not located within
walking distance to any rapid or higher order transit service. The shared regional principies
‘dentify that the initial phases of development will include lands at and adjacent to the
planned subway stations. While Page 174 notes that a transit shuttle circulator and a paved
transit-only connection from Langstaff to the Rishmend M transit station via the CNR

' tyat these should be relied en for tae

caderpass are required dncer Phase haal

Overall, we are conc
developrent of the Langstaff lands.

that approximately 5,000 units can

EERNTN A BN Pl e e rnt b i
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Page 5

General Comments

On Page 7, there is an oyt of date lustration of the Rachmond EillLanestaff Gateway Urban
[ =4 > _4
Growth Centre boundary. This unage ceces not reflect the UGC boundary which was

approved by the Province; however the correct bowndary is shown on page 70.

ts on the Langstaff Land Use and Bujlt Form Master

' Thank you for this opportunity to provide commen
Plan.

Yours truly,

Ana Bassios
Commissioner of Planning and Development

Dave Barrow, Mayor Town of Richmond Hill
Godwin Chan, Ward 6 Councillor, Town of Richmond Hili
Joan Anderton, Chief Administrative Officer

Italo Brutto, Commissioner of Engineering and Public Works
Patrick Lee, Director of Policy

Kelvin Kwan, Director of Development

Eugene Zawadowsky, Director of En gineering

Paul Freeman, Manager of Policy

Brian DeFreitas, Planper 1

Marcel Lanteigne, Manager of Transportation

Paula Dill, Provincial Facilitator
Bryan Tucky, Commissioner of Planning, York Region
Heather Konefat, Director of Community Planning

ce:
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PUBLIC MEETING ,
l

LANGSTAFF GATEWAY |
| - RECEIVED

Meeting to be held by the Development Services Communee of the

to the Otficial Plan | Revised 1987), as
Thornhill. The approva authority for
:s the Regron of York

NOTICE OF MEETING
You are invited 1o attend 4 Putlic
Town of Marxham 1o consider a Town mit;ated Aumnendment.

imended and a new Secondary Plan for the Langstatf area of
ndment and the new Secendary Plan

‘he preposed Cificial Plan ame

Tuesday March 2, 2010

DATE:
TIME: 700 pom.
PLACE: Council Chambers
Anthony Roman Ccnl;c
101 Town Centre Boulevard
Mariham, Ontario, L3R 9W3
BACKGROUND

The planning area (shown on the attached map) is bounded by Highway 407 and Langstaff Road, by
the Holy Cross Cemetery, by Bayview Avenue, and by Yonge Street. The area 1s approximately 47

hectares (116 acres). The western portion is bisected by Pomona Mills Creek, a tributary of the East
Branch of the Don River. The eastemn portion contains a significant woodlot.

- ocated in Markham and the
other in Richmond Hill. and 407 and a major hydro
corndor.

In May of 2008 the Town embarked 0n a process to create a new Master Plan for the Langstaff area,
and in December 2009 the Langstaff Land Use & Built Form Master Plan, prepared by Calthorpe
Associates and Ferris + Associates dated October 2009, was endorsed in principle by Markham
Council as the basis for amendments to the Town's Official Plan and a new Secondary Plan for the
Langstaff area of Thomnhil

The Master Plan contemplates a variety of densities and uses connected to a central green spine that
links Pomona Mills Creek to the Langstaff Woodlot. The central spine main streets will be active
locations supporting a mix of retail, service commercial and civic uses to serve both residents and
employees. The fine grain gnd network of streets wil] provide bicycle, pedestrian and transit friendly
connections to the GO station, the future Yonge subway and the mobility hub in the Richmond Hil|
portion of the Urban Growth Centre. A linear concourse is proposed under Highway 407 to connect
Langstaff and Richmond Hill, adjacent to the CN raijl line, integrating the proposed subway, the

proposed 407 Transitway, GO Transit, and the VIVA and YRT bus network.

PROPOSAL

Hees connected 1o central green

of densities and
transit, retan,

Spme that dinks 2xisting open spaces (Pomona Mills Creek to the Langstaff Woodint,
smployiment, civie and residentiai uses. Residential land uses will make up the naonty of the site.
roposed, from high density point towers tg mid-rise, mix-use

ihe preposal “onteripiates and allows for a variety

A number of heusing Cphions are p
U AR T R AR TS lecommodate a diverse mix of household sizes and lifestves.

v provide for the fand ses, bt frem, and oy,
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(OF THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT
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NOTE REGARDING THE AMENDMENT

sralien

t a public meeung or MaKe w
jepred,

i{a person or putiic body does not make oral submisstons 2
rown of Markham before the proposed officual plan amencément s X
he decision of the approval authority (York

supmsstons 1o the |
“he person or pubiic Sody s not ¢ntitled to appeal t

Regron) to the (ntano Municipal Board.

hodv does not make oral subraissions at a public meeting or make written
f Markham tefore the propesed official plan amendiment 1s adopted,
the hearing of an appeal before the
le grounds o

wy  Ifapersonor pubitc
subrussion to the Town o
the person or public body may not be added as a party to
Ontario Municipal Beard unless, in the opinion of the Board, there are reasonab
add a person to pubiic body as a party.
cial plan amendment. or of the
a written request to the Cierk’s
markharm.ca

of the adoption of the proposed offi

d the official plan, you must make
d above or by email to judvearroll@

i) If you wish to be notified
refusal of a request to amen
Department at the address note

Town of Markham in respect of the proposed
proposed official plan amendment. crf of the

iv) If vou wish to be notified of the decision of the
2 written request to the Clerk's

plan of subdwvision or of the adoption of the

refusal of a request to amend the official plan, you must make
Department at the address noted abave or by email to judycarrolli@markham ca

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
A copy of the proposed Official Plan Amendment will be available for public viewing on February
11, 2010 at the Development Services Counter of the Town Municipal Offices between the hours of

230 a.m. and 4:30 p.m.

Senior Project Co-ordinator of the Town's

rom Dave Miller,
rSD-03-116185.

Additional information is available fi
p:anmung Department, tel. (905) 477-7000, extension 4960 quoting file nurnbe
to the Clerk’s Department at the address

personally delivered
‘ater than 430 p.m. February 2 5, 2010,

‘Nriten submissions may be matied or
@markham.ca by not

noted abave or by e-mail to judycartoll

this planning netice will be used to assist Town staff

onal information collected in response to

Pers
catron and wiil be made public.

and Counctl to process this applt

DATED February 19, 2610

“wm Rawrd, MCIP, RPP inhn Webster
Char

Cermmissioner of Deveiopment Services
Develepment Services Comnmuttee
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\y a an City of Vaughan

Policy Planning Bepartment
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive

The City Abwve Toronto Vaughan, Ontario

Canada L6A 1T1
Tel (905) 832-8585
Fax (805) 832-8545

VIA COURIER

February 25, 2010

Planning Services Commission
c/o Clerk’s Department

Town of Markham

Anthony Roman Centre

161 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, Ontario L3R 9W3

Attention: Mr. John Webster, Chair

Dear Mr. Webster:

Re: Comments on the Langstaff Gateway Secondary Plan

This is to express concern respecting the development density proposed on the subject lands and
the impact on area traffic.

These anticipated impacts result from potential vehicular traffic generated by the Langstaff Gateway
Secondary Plan on Yonge Street, its intersections at Longbridge and the proposed commuter
parking lot in the Hydro One corridor west of Yonge Street. The potential effect on the existing
residential neighbourhood west of Yonge Street and south of Highway 407 is also of concern.

On December 7, 2009, | raised similar concerns (letter attached). In particular, | expressed concern
that the assumptions of the Plan respecting the target transit modal split (in the vicinity of 60%) and ,
the transportation analysis upon which it relies, appear to be far beyond any reasonable
expectations for this area, considering levels experienced elsewhere in the GTA.

The Region of York intends to carry out a “Center-Wide Review for the Richmond Hill-Langstaff
Urban Growth Centre” partnering with the Towns of Richmond Hill and Marknam and the City of
Vaughan. It is the intention of this study to create a Network Plan and investigate Transportation
Demand Management options, parking policies and a comprehensive transportation infrastructure
phasing plan. |submit that approval of the Langstaff Gateway Secondary Plan is premature until
the results of this study are complete and available.

Yours Sincerely,

Diana Birchall
Director cf Policy Planning & Urban Design




Attachment: December 7, 2009 letter

wim

cC

Alan Shefman, Councillor Ward 5, City of Vaughan

Bryan Tuckey, Commissioner of Planning, York Region

Jim Baird, Commissioner of Development Services, Town of Markham

Ana Bassios, Commissioner of Planning & Development, town of Richmond Hill
Bill Robinson, Commissioner of Development Engineering, City of Vaughan
Andrew Pearce, Director of Development/Transportation Engineering

John Zipay, Commissioner of Planning, City of Vaughan

Heather Konefat, Director of Community Planning, York Region

Valerie Shuttleworth, Director of Planning & Urban Design, Town of Markham
Paul Freeman, Manager of Policy, Town of Richmond Hill

Paul Robinson, Senior Policy Planner, City of Vaughan



\ City of The City of Vaughan
\ a an 2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
\ Vaughan, Ontaric

Canada L6A 1T1
3 » Tel (806) 832-2281
The City Above Toronto

December 7, 2009

Planning Services Commission
Town of Markham

Markham Civic Centre

101 Town Cenire Boulevard
Markham, Ontario, Canada
L3R 9W3

Attention: David Miller, Project Coordinator

Dear Mr. Miller:

Re: Comments on Langstaff Gateway Secondary Plan

For the record, | wish to advise that we have concerns respecting the development density
proposed on the subject lands, and the anticipated impacts of resulting vehicular traffic on Yonge
Sireet, its intersections at Longbridge and the proposed commuter parking lotin the Hydro
corridor. The potential impact on the existing residential neighbourhood west of Yonge and south
of Highway 7 is also of concern.

Although this is a preliminary response to the plan as proposed, in our view, the assumptions
respecting modal split to transit upon which the proposed transportation analysis relies, are far
beyond any reasonable expectations for transit use for the foreseeable future, even in comparison
to other existing, more urban locations in the GTA (e.g. North York, Yonge/Eglinton, or downtown
Toronto Business District). The City's transportation consultants will be carrying out a review of
IBI's transportation study during the next two months. Once this work is completed, we will forward
more detailed comments.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input to your process.

Diana Birchall
Director of Policy Planning & Urban Design

Im

Alan Shefman, Councillor Ward 5, City of Vaughan

Bryan Tuckey, Commissioner of Planning, York Region

Jim Baird, Commissioner of Developiment Services, Town of Markham

Ana Bassios, Commissioner of Planning & Develepment, Town of Richmond Hill
Bill Robinson, Commissioner of Development Engineering, City of Vaughan
John Zipay, Commissioner of Planning, City of Vaughan

Heather Konefat, Director of Cammunity Planning, York Region

Valerie Shuttleworth, Director of Planning & Urban Design. Town of Markham
Paut Freeman, Manager of Policy, Town of Rickmoend Hill

Paul Robinsor, Serior Manrer. Policy Plarning, ity of Vaughan

e}



TORONTO AND REGION

-Lonservation

for The Living Ci
April 23,2010 ¢ s C ty CFN: 42215
X-ref: 42013

BY E-MAIL AND MAIL: dmiller@markham.ca

Dave Miller. Senior Project Coordinator
Town of Markham

101 Town Centre Boulevard

Markham, ON L3R 9W3

Dear Mr. Miller:”

RE: Town of Markham Langstaff Official Plan Amendment and Secondary Plan
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority Comments

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the draft Langstaff Secondary Plan Official
Plan Amendment that included the associated Official Plan Amendment to the Thornhill Secondary
Plan and the associated Langstaff Land Use & Built Form Master Plan that was endorsed by Town
of Markham Council. The Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) is encouraged to see
the priorities that the Town has chosen to emphasize and direct itself, now and into the future.

As you are aware, we have previously discussed the need for an appropriate corridor to be
established for Pomona Mills Creek through the site, to meet the many restoration, enhancement,
erosion mitigation, and recreation objectives that will need to be considered in the design of the
corridor. TRCA staff have some concerns with the conceptual layout of the open space land use
designation boundary set aside for Pomona Mills Creek in the draft mapping. Itis our
understanding that the design for Pomona Mills Creek has been based primarily upon a conceptual
urban design exercise (Master Plan) and that a comprehensive natural channel design process has
not to date been completed. Given this, TRCA staff are concerned that the conceptual corridor that
is shown on the mapping may not adequately provide for all of the anticipated functions, and may
limit the options that can be considered through the channel design process.

Considering the above, should this OPA proceed in advance of this comprehensive analysis being
completed, TRCA staff would recommend that sufficient flexibility be incorporated into the Plan,
including the need for additional master plan level analysis (i.e. block plan or tertiary plan approval)
to be completed prior to any development applications being considered within this area. Given the
proposed densities and the proposed intensity of the land uses within this area, land uses and the
road network adjacent to the conceptual Pomaona Mills Creek corridor may be effected.

TRCA staff also have a number of more specific comments on the proposed Amendments. For
ease of reference. we have divided our comments by report in Appendix ‘A’, attached to this letter.

Thank you once again for allowing us the opportunity to review the proposed Langstaff
amendments. Please feel free to contact the undersigned, should you have any questions or
comments with respect to this letter. '

Yours Truly,

= 7 /7’7
L;":_Jé,/

Uton Samuels
Planner il

Planning and Development ext. 5386
[T
AN
P Caroiyn Weoeodland, Director of Plarning and Development, THCA
Guerntn Hanchara, Manager Development Planning and Regulation, TRCA

e Pble e minpreent Sanpess Yad Regqior Markpam (annstat OF Amendmest TRCA Crpments  Apnt JOT5G Funal o



Dawvid Miller -2 - April 23, 2010

Appendix A
Offical Plan of the Town of Markham Planning Area - Technical Amendment ~ Thornhill

Secondary Plan

1 As this amendment to the official plan is for the removal of the proposed Langstaff Planning
Area from the Thornhill Planning Area, TRCA staff do not have any comments or concerns
with respect to the technical amendment, however, we would suggest considering the

following:

a. As there is an amendment to the Thornhili Pianning District, which incorperates &
large portion of Pomona Mills Creek. the proposed OPA provides an ideal
opportunity to incorporate the anticipated future enhancements to the Pomona Mills
corridor into the Secondary Plan. As it is within a cemetery, opportunities may be
limited, but where there are any opportunities, it should be explored with the
objective of restoring the functionality of the Pomona Mills Creek to its highest

potential.

b. Where development may occur within the Thornhill Planning District, perhaps some
of the positive green infrastructure measures, sustainable planning, etc. that I1s being
proposed in the Langstaff Secondary Plan could be reflected within the Thornhill
Secondary Plan as an update to the plan.

Official Plan Amendment and Secondary Plan - Langstaff Planning District:

Part | - Introduction

2 Although this is not an operative part of the Official Plan Amendment, the TRCA will still
provide comments as this section provides the foundation and basis for the Official Plan
update. These directions will help the reader of the OP to understand the context in which
the TRCA believes should also be factors within the Official Plan Amendment and Secondary

Pian.

3 Section 4.1.3 PPS - Protection of natural heritage features is mentioned within the Provincial
Policy Statement paragraph, however, there does not seem to be enough emphasis on the
promotion of protection of the natural feature for the community and also does not mention
that the PPS emphasizes sustainability i design, protection of features, and reducing
pollution and waste. All are important factors that highlight the need to plan for well planned
areas. such as Langstaff, in order to meet these objectives.

4. Section 4.2.2 Regional Policies - As similarly mentioned above for the PPS, there also does
not seerm to be a connection with envirenment. sustainability and planning objectives.
These should also be highlighted as they are part of the foundation to which the Langstaff
Secondary Plan directions follows.

4, Althougn itis not a regional pelicy. but is regionai in context. e TRCA's watershed
plan for the Don River should also be mentioned and referenced as a kay
component it integrating the natural envircnment (Pomaona Mills Creek) with the
crepnsed urban environmient by assisting to fulfill the general objectives for the Don

Fovar Natershed Plam,

Lo e ey e ey By e Do s st n



David Miller -3

April 23, 2010

Part Il - The Official Plan Amendment

5.

Section 3.16.2 Policies — Regional centres should also be planned to encourage sustainable
development practices, to integrate the natural environment with the urban environment, and
preserve and enhance existing natural features. This development has the opportunity to
achieve all these objectives and therefore should be included as objectives for the regional

centre.

Section 3.16.3 Implementation - The designated environmental protection area ‘Schedule I
and Greenway System ‘Appendix Map 1’ are not based on any approved studies by the
TRCA and should be deemed conceptual. These same areas are reflected in the Langstaff
Master Plan. As they are not approved, this should be reflected within the context of this
amendment. Until such time as the studies are complete and an appropriate boundary is.
designated, the park block and open space block should both be designated as EPA study
area. This comment is applicable to any area of the Secondary Plan that discusses the
boundary of the EPA for Pomona Mills Creek.

a. Subsection ‘c’ mentions that Council may require additional studies and shall be
subject to the review/and or approval of other government agencies having
jurisdiction. However, as these areas have not had the proper studies and reports to
establish a proper boundary, this section should be amended to reflect that
additional studies will need to be provided for these areas and that they need to be
approved by the Town and TRCA as it is within our jurisdiction. Alternatively it may
be easier to create a separate section to reflect these comments.

b. As mentioned above ‘Schedule | EPA’ and 'Appendix Map 1’ should mention these
boundaries are not static and may be altered dependent on the relevant studies’
recommendations and approval from the Town and TRCA.

Part lll - The Secondary Plan

7.

Section 4.2 - Policy Context - Similarly to comments mentioned above, there does not seem
to be any policy context for the support of the natural environment, sustainability and
enhancements for the planned community although mentioned in the secondary plan under

Section 4.4 Objectives.

Section 4.4.3 - Mixed Use Centre — Environment should be included in when speaking of
integrating a balance and diversity to the community as it provides social, transport, and

natural benefits to the community.

Principles (f) Page 18 — A point should be emphasized that the built form shotld be
considerate of the natural features during the design and implementation of the site.

. Section 6.1 (a) - It is mentoned that Minor adjustments to the boundaries of the iand use

designations may be approved without an amendment to the Secondary Plan if the general
intent is maintained. As this relates to our previous point that the EPA boundary is
~onceptual. we woulid like clarffication of what constitutes a minor adjustment? e _If the

Srinona Mitls Creek cornidior needed to be increasad.
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David Miller

11

12.

13.

e April 23, 2010

Section 6.1 1€) — As mentioned above, the layout of the open space land use designation is
conceptual and may need further refinement in natural channel design therefore the
approximate area and shape of land may need to be adjusted and should be based on

studies.

Section 6.1 {g) — Studies and approvals should also be satisfactory to the TRCA for any
municipal facilities and utilities within the EPA lands. Refers to section 6.7 that does mention

TRCA approval, however, this should not be encouraged.

Section 11.3.2 - Other Application Related Studies may also include the following studies
that may be deemed necessary at the precinct plan stage: (Some of these plans may be

covered under the overarching plans)

Environmental Impact Study

Stormwater Management Study/ Functional Servicing Report
Erosion and Sediment Control Plans and Study
Geotechnical/Slope Stability Report

Hydrogeological Report

Waterbalance Assessment

Floodline Delineation Study, Hydrologic and Hydraulic Assessment and Modeling -
based upon detailed topographic information

h. Meanderbelt Assessment and 100 year erosion assessment

i.  Fiuvial Geomorphic Assessment

. Natural Channel Design report

k. Headwater stream and watercourse analysis

I Aquatic Habitat Assessment and. Fisheries Community Inventory

m. Tree inventory

Q™0 Q00op

_Section 11.5.2 - Development Phasing Plan - As part of the phasing plan, the boundaries of

the channel and open space block should be designed and developed prior to initiating the
other studies and designs for the precinct so that an appropriate block and development
limit can be established. This comment is in keeping with the previous comments

mentioned above.



Ministry of Ministére des f\y_
e

Transportation Transports

Corridor Management Section  Section de la gestion des couloirs routiers .
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Fax (416) 2354267 Téléc: 416 2354267

Dave Miller, MCIP, RPP April 9, 2010

Senior Project Coordinator
Development Services Commission
Town of Markham, Ontario

101 Town Centre Boulevard,

L3R 9W3

RE: Hwy 407 between Bayview Avenue and Yonge Street, | angstaff Development - Draft
Official Plan Amendment and New Secondary Plan for the Langstaff Gateway, Lot 35,
Con 1E, Town of Markham.

Mr. Miller,

We have reviewed submitted OPA and Secondary Plan for Langstaff Development and have
following comments:

TRANSITWAY:

Langstaff Land Use and Built Form Master Plan, October 2009

The location of the 407 Transitway is incorrectly shown on the map on page 14, This should be
corrected to show the planned alignment identified in the ongoing 407 Transitway
Environmental Assessment. A copy of the plan showing the correct alignment is attached.

3 Master Plan

The 407 Transitway is incorrectly shown on various plans and maps. They should be corrected
to show the pianned alignment identified in the ongoing 407 Transitway Environmental

Assessment. , :

Schedule ‘FE’ Transportation Plan

A Provincial Transitway is identified in the median of Highway 407 which is not planned. The
407 Transitway should be shown on this schedule as identified in the ongoing 407 Transitway

Environmental Assessment. .




Schedule ‘GG’ Transit Plan

A Provincial Transitway is identified in the median of Highway 407 which is not planned. The
407 Transitway should be shown on this schedule as identified in the ongoing 407 Transitway

Environmental Assessment.

OTHER:
Part 3-The Secondary Plan (Page 53, 54 and 78)

Section 8.1.4 — Transportation Studies
Page 53 - please add to the second paragraph "MTO, 407ETR and the Town may require......

Page 54 - please add to the first paragraph, last sentence “........shall be completed to the
satisfaction of MTO, 407 ETR and the Town in accordance with the approved MTO and Town

standards and guidelines for Transportation Impact Study”.

Section 11.9 - Subdivisions and Consents

Page 78 — Subsection 11.9.1 b) please add: “...... review satisfactory to MTO, 407 ETR and
the Town......

Please make sure that the above revisions are implemented.

If you have any questions or require further clarification, please contact me at the number listed
above at your earliest convenience

Sincerely,

Margaret Mikolajczak, CET
Project Manager

ce. Michael DeMichele
Robb Minnes
Craig White
Frank Martins
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Augusta National Inc., Queens 400 Executive Offices, 178 Main Street, Unionville, Ontario L3R 2G9
Telephone: (905) 944-9709 Fax: (905) 944-9710 Cellular: (416) 464-0145 E-Mail: everard@rogers.com

January 21, 2010.

Mer. Dave Miller, RPP.,

Senior Project Coordinator,

Planning & Urban Design Department,
The Corporation of the Town of Markham.

Re: Langstaff Gateway Master Plan

In reply to your request for comments regarding the above-noted draft,
please be advised on the following:

Project Overview
* Pge. 16, “captured by a pond on the Holy Cross Cemetery property”.

Also reference that pursuant to an easement agreement with the Town,
this pond will attenuate storm runoff generated from the northerly
lands, only on a temporary basis, until such time as a permanent pond
is constructed on the adjoining property to the north.

Pge. 17, “although large parks and active recreation areas are
inconsistent with the urban scale and character of the planned
Langstaff ..”. Consequently, trespass onto the cemetery may result.
Pursuant to The Planning Act and/or policies in the Official Plan,
indicate the acreage of parkland dedicated vs. provided. Do not
include Open Space acreage as dedicated parkland.

Pge. 17 “use and orientation of that edge will be designed to respect
this relationship™. This objective is somewhat reflected in the massing
and orientation of buildings west of the CNR but not east of the CNR.
Pge. 19, Mitigation of the ‘overlook’ reference can be achieved with
revised massing and building orientation east of the CNR.



Design Principles

Pge. 28, Insufficient active and passive recreation areas may
encourage trespass into the cemetery. Schools sites are not designate
on the master plan as free standing units with dedicated school yards
but are proposed on the ground floor of high density buildings
intended as a shared use. Since this is a radical departure from York
Region standards, the Boards’ confirmation is required as soon as

possible.

Master Plan

Pge. 34, “elementary schools require a 4-6 acre site but the urban
structure of Langstaff requires an alternative to the typical school
layout”. Our comments are the same regarding Pge. 28.

Pge 54, Langstaff Park will be the subject of a Woodlot Management
Plan in the future and will remain protected with limited internal
access. In view of the woodlot located on the adjoining cemetery, we
request participation and input regarding the ‘Plan’ at the appropriate
time.

Pge. 59, “towers are set back from the Transit Green as much as
possible to give this space a more human and intimate scale”.
However, the policies noted on Pages. 17 and 19 are not reflected in
similar setbacks of towers from the cemetery.

Circulation and Transit
e Pge. 74, The Regional Yonge Subway Advisory Task Force has not

satisfied our objections to the Environmental Project Report, Ontario
Regulation 231/08 regarding the Passenger Pickup and Drop Off
proposed only on the west side of Yonge Street opposite the entrance

to Holy Cross Cemetery.

Development Guidelines

e Pge. 100, We request the opportunity to respond to the Taskforce

Committee regarding the Pomona Creek Erosion and Habitat
Enhancement Study Selective Restoration Option #2.

Pages. 119 and 120. Development along the South Boulevard should
reflect orientation of apartment blocks on a north/south axis
incorporating balconies only on the east and west side of these blocks.
The apartment blocks will frame each run of townhouses. For the
most part, these design parameters are reflected only west of the CNR

but not east of the ratlroad.



Lastly, although not referenced in the draft Langstaff Master Plan, we object
to realignment and/or widening of Langstaff Road for that section of the
street that bisects the easterly section of Holy Cross Cemetery.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Mike Everard, RPP.,
Principal. |

Copy: Ward 1 Councillor Valerie Burke
Messrs. R. Hayes & R. Hendrix, CCAT.
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March 2. 2010

Mr. David Midler, MCIP. RPP

Sentor Project Coordimator. Langstaft
Development Department

Town ot Markham

Markham Civie Centre

101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, ON, L3R OW 3

Re: Draft Secondary Plan Amendment — Langstalf Gateway Arca

Dear Mr. Miller,

Bell Canada thanks you tor the opportunity to provide comments on the Town of

Markham's Drait Secondary Plan Amendment for the Langstatt Gateway Area.

As vou arc aware, Bell Canada 1s Ontario’s principal telecommunications intrastructure
provider. The Bell Canada Act. a tederal statute, requires that Bell manage and operate
most of the trunk telecommunications system in Ontario. Bell is also responsible for the
intrastructure that supports most 911 emergency services in the Provinee.

The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) and the Growth Plan tor the Greater Golden
Horseshoce (Places to Grow) both strongly support the integrated planning of communitics,
including telecommunications infrastructure. The PPS specifically requires that “planning
for intrastructure and public service facilities shall be integrated with planning for growth
so that these are avatlable to meet current and projected needs™ (Section 1.6.1).
Furthermore, the PPS states that infrastructure should be located to support the delivery of
cmergency management services (Scction 1.6.3). We note that the definition of
infrastructure i the PPS includes communications, telecommunications.

In light ot Provincial policy. it is critical to understand the complexity of expanding and
cnhancing the  telecommunications network  to - accommodate  growth, both  through
outward expansion of an urban arca and through intensitication, intill and redevelopment.
Al types of growth and development place demands on the telecommunications network
and 1ts assoctated support intrastructure. Bevond simply extending fiber or copper cable.
erowth and development can precipitate the need tor reinforcement and replacement of the
support nfrastructure.  Remtorcement and  replacement of the  telecommunications
wetwork can represent an extensive and costly undertaking. which needs to be managed to
avord distuption of pubhic services. This iy parueunlarly cntical m refation 1o the
provisioning of 911 cmergency services and the services essential to the Town of

Markham’s businesses operating i a ¢global economy.

sk e nape e o et

&



Ome of Bolls mamn obicctives 15 o dccome imvaived m the plannmg process. Fhis aliows

4s 10 coordinae with the mumipaiityon o the provisiomng - of - uppropriate

elecommunications intrastricture for e zrowth and developmentan o nmehy fashion. it

also ailows jor o greater
Leiecommimtications mirstructare and cquipment that house key clectronmies.

consideration of the size und locational needs ot arge

GENERAL

commumeations” is nsed throughout the document w 1th respect to

W note that the term”
arge scope of facilitios that make up this

diseus<ions of servicing, To better refieet the
we would ask that all reterences to commumcations” within the

tvpe of infrastrocture.
which 1s consistent wath

document be changed to “communications telecommunications”,
the PPS.

SECTION 18 (MUNICIPAL SERVICING)

We were very pleased to see that the Town recognized the importanee of planning tor
infrastructure and phasing servicing. such as communiciations, telecommunications, with
the timing of redeyclopment (Section [48). To further support this we would reconimend

that the  followmg  be added to Scction 1438 (Communications  Technotogy

fntrastructure):

[4.8.8.0) “Discassions will be undertaken with public andior privaice
sorvicing providers to ensire that adeqirate infrastructure is or will be
in pluce 1o serve existing and futire development needs.”

We would also note that Scetion 1488 references a Commurications Intrastructurc
Concept Plan for this arca that was undertaken by the Butier Group (Consultants) Inc. in
February 1993 and that “communications technology infrastructure shatl be nmplemented
senerally m accordance...” with this plan. We would request clartfication as to whether
this plan will be updated to better reflect the provisioning requirements of newer state-of-
the-urt communications, telecommunications infrastricture which has changed over the fast
{5 vears. We would be happy to participate it any updates to this plan and provide further
input to the Town of Markham.

W thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Town of Markham's Draft
Plan Amendment for the Langstatt Gateway Arca and would ask that BBell be

Sceeondary
any further meetings. reports. decisions, cte. refated to this mater. We would

advised of
ok all decuments and mformation be forwarded to our Development and NMunierpal

Seeviees Conrol Centre:



March 202040

MroJohn La Chapelle, MCHP.RPP

Manager - Mumaipal Relations

Access Network Provisioning, Ontario

Development and Mumicipal Services Control Centre
Bell Canada

Floor 3 BLUE. 100 Borough Drive

Toronto, Ontano

MIP W2

[ you have any questions, please direet them 1o the undersigned.

Yours trulv.

John La Chapelle, MCIP, RPP
Manager — Munmicipal Relations
Acceess Network Provisioning, Ontario

Wasne Comean - Assovtate Director - Aceess Network Bell Canada
Rick Engethardt - Associate Director - Access implementanon Bell Canada
Biju Karumanchery Town of Markham

¥



Langstaft/Gateway DSC Meeting Dec 14, 2009 [tem #17

The main concerns are:

I. The approach is too aggressive:

a) Population is too high at 32 000 and this does not include the population on the
Richmond Hill side of the Growth Centre or the extra population that will come with

height and density bonusing.

b) The density is 4.5 times the mandated minimum for inner tier growth centres.

(32 000 population + 10 000 jobs = 42 000 people + jobs.
42 000 divided by 47 hectares = 894 people+jobs/ha compared to mandated

minimum of 200/ha)

This is more than double what Toronto has to achieve in it's 5 growth centres and
Markham is supposed to be in a lower category. Why are we doing this?

¢) Building heights are 15 to 50 storeys. 50 storeys is like downtown Toronto, it's too
high. Markham residents prefer to live in buildings under 5 storeys, that's what the
electronic survey showed that Mayor Scarpitti conducted in Council Chambers.

2. Expectations are unrealistic:

a) Planning is based on a modal split of 60%. What studies or research show that this
is achievable, especially for the people nearer Bayview, who are farthest from the
mobility hub, the 5000 in Phase 1 who will move in before the subway is built and
for those whose work destinations are not Go train or subway related.

b) Distances people are expected to walk from all parts of Langstaft, especially the
castern part to the Richmond Hill mobility hub are unrealistic, particularly in bad

weather.

¢) Expecting the majority of people and especially families to change their housing
preference from ground-related homes to high rise apartment living is also unrealistic.

3. Inbalance between people and jobs is not in compliance with the regional ratio of

I:1.
While a lot of people don't understand the logic behind the regional ratio. the ratio of
people to units is 2.1 not exactly a figure comensurate with large families. but rather

one in line with a community were most houscholds have at least two people working.




I'he number of jobs that could be required therefore might be somewhere between 20-
25 000. This inbalance between people and jobs does not support the Live-Work

concept.

1. Use of Height and Density Bonusing to provide upfront funding of basic
infrastructure is

different. Section 37 is usually used to provide extras for residents. not basic

ices. Does the Town plan to use Section 37 twice, once for basic services and a
r extras for residents? How much higher than 50 storeys is the Town

serv
second time fo
prepared to go?

5 Lack of Information on Servicing raises concerns. How deep will foundations go for
50+ storey buildings? Will underground aquifers be breached? Will groundwater studies
be conducted prior to construction? Will groundwater pumped to keep building
foundations dry enter stormwater sewers and Pomona Creek and be assessed along with
stormwater as contributing to increased stream flow?

6. Effects

a) Substantial increase in car traffic expected for Bayview and Leslie from the eastern
parts of LangstafT. farthest away from the mobility hub.

by More commuters on the move due to insufficiency of local jobs. impacting road tratfic.
¢) Any increase in pumped groundwater or stormwater into Pomona Creek from this
development, in excess of whatever control measures are put in place, will impact
properties downstream, including East Don properties. These are the very same

areas of Thornhill that are in the West Thornhill Flood Remediation Study Area, which
are already at dire risk of flooding and which should not be expected to receive any
increase in water flow. especially before remediation upgrades are put in place.

Eileen Liasi.

( Thornhill Resident)
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rbeaman(a@ thomsonrogers.com

March 12, 2010

Mayor and Members of Council
¢/o Kimberley Kitteringham, Clerk
Town ot Markham

101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, Ontario

L3R 9W3

Dear Ms. Kitteringham:

Town of Markham Planning Area Amendment and New Secondary
Plan PD 44-1 for the Langstaff Gateway Planning District; File No. 050683

We are the solicitors for Markham Gateway Inc., a significant landowner within the
proposed amendment area. We are writing as a followup to the recent public meeting held
on March 2, 2010.

Please accept this letter as an indication of our client’s strong support for the amendments
and for their speedy adoption. We trust that Town statf will assess submissions heard at
the public meeting and provide final recommendations at an early opportunity.

We should note, however, our client’s continued concern with some aspects of the phasing
provisions of the amendment. We will continue to discuss these concerns with Town staff
and trust that these matters will be addressed to the satisfaction of all concered prior to
Council dealing with the matter.

Yours very truly,

(K ermer~

Roger T. Beaman
RTBraph

cc: Mr. S, Balsamo, Markham Gateway Inc.
ce: Mr. ). Baird, Markham

cer Mr. DL Miller. Markham

v M PO Walker, WNG
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RASC-LPAP

1.0 SCOPE
The Royal Astronomical Society of Canada (RASC) is a national astronomy organization

established in 1903 devoted to the promotion of astronomy and allied sciences. In this
capacity, it encourages the protection of the quality of the night sky by minimizing light

pollution.

The goal of the USP Program is to make available to people in cities accessible areas
relatively free of glare for the enjoyment of the night sky and demonstrate good nighttime
lighting practices.

Accessibility to dark observing sites is the ultimate goal of the RASC Light Pollution
Abatement Program. However, sites in close proximity to urban areas are contaminated by

urban sky glow from artificial lighting. Sites with very dark skies without this sky glow are
generally found far from urban centres and are therefore less accessible.

The RASC acknowledges this conflict between the need for accessibility and the desire for
dark skies by defining two types of protected areas: Urban Star Parks (USP) and Dark Sky

Preserves (DSP).

This document presents the guidelines for the establishment of Urban Star Parks, herein
after referred to as “Parks”. It has been developed to encourage the recognition of Parks

from which citizens may view and enjoy the night sky.

The RASC recognizes the value of volunteers in establishing an USP. These guidelines
minimize administrative work for the Recreation or Park Planning Representative, local

astronomy groups and the RASC.

By promoting the use of these protected areas after dark, these Parks will see increased
usage and support from the community during non-peak hours.

RASC USP GUIDELINES, Aug. 2009
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2.0 BACKGROUND

There is a growing need to identify and protect accessible areas that permit the public,
novice stargazers and astronomers to enjoy the night sky. There is also a growing need to
identify these areas within or near cities and protect them from light pollution.

The ultimate goal of the RASC is to enhance the public’s enjoyment of the night sky. The
goal of the RASC Urban Star Park Program is to increase the quality of the night sky and
accessibility to dark astronomy observing sites. Sites in close proximity to urban areas are
contaminated by urban sky glow from artificial lighting but they can still provide good

views of the starry sky.

An Urban Star Park (USP) is an area accessible to the public in which all lighting fixtures
within its borders minimize their contribution to light pollution: glare, light trespass and

sky glow.

The environmental impact of artificial lighting has been studied for many years. This
research concludes that light can pollute the environment and this can profoundly affect the

ecosystem. A summary of these effects is presented in the Appendix to this document.

2.4 Artificial Lighting and Sky Quality

A USP should preserve the quality of the night sky for the enjoyment of visitors. .
Unshielded lighting fixtures and high levels of artificial illumination significantly degrade
our view of the night sky and compromise the natural behaviour of animals. It also affects

the flowering and dormancy period of plants.

Our eyes are very sensitive to light. People have reported that they see “fine” under only
the light of the full Moon. For comparison, the Illumination Engineering Society of North
America (IESNA) recommends urban illumination levels that are up to 100X brighter.
Therefore in a city, people rarely experience the sensitivity of their eyes.

There are three components to light pollution: Glare, light trespass and sky glow.

Glare is light that shines horizontally across the area and is most easily prevented with the
use properly mounted of shielded fixtures. F ixtures that do not limit the area of illumination
will shine light where it was not originally intended causing the nuisance of light trespass.
The glare from unshielded fixtures also scatters off dust particles and aerosols above the
ground to illuminate the air above the site. This is seen as artificial sky glow.

Sky glow causes the sky to appear with a grey or orange colour. From within a city, this
glow covers the sky and overwhelms the light of the stars. It can be seen for hundreds of
kilometres as a dome of light above an urban centre. Sky glow illuminates the land and

affects the behaviour of wildlife.

Glare and sky glow atfects how much we can see at night. Our eyes can adapt to darkness
in two ways. The iris in our eyes open to let in more light and the photoreceptors in the
retina increase in sensitivity. The glare from a single unshielded light can prevent this dark
adaptation. Bright light prevents the iris from opening and high illumination levels prevent
the retina from adapting to faint light. Indeed. in the presence of glare under a relatively

2
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dark sky, few stars may be visible. But if light fixtures are shielded, our eyes will adapt to
the dark to a sufficient degree to see many stars even from within an urban area.

The RASC has developed Guidelines for Outdoor Lighting for Urban Star Parks (RASC-
USP-GOL) that respects and protects the need for the day-night contrast, yet it allows
sufficient lighting for safety and navigation around a protected area. The priority of this
protocol is to minimize the impact of artificial lighting on the natural environment. This
requires shielded lighting fixtures (Full Cut-off fixtures) that minimize glare and restrict the
extent of the illuminated area. The protocol limits the illumination levels and suggests
natural barriers (trees, bushes and berms) to further minimize the extent of scattered and
reflected light. It also recommends retro reflective signage and encourages the use of

flashlights by visitors after dark.

2.2 Accessibility

Even a site with significant sky glow can be used to enjoy the night sky. Therefore, the site
could be close to, or within an urban area. It should also be relatively free of light pollution

and as accessible as practical to the public after dark.

The goal of a USP is to enhance the public’s enjoyment of the night sky. This requires the
designated USP area to be as free of light pollution and as accessible as practical to the
public after dark. Therefore, USP Park Planning Representative should ensure access to the

area after normal hours of operation.

Appropriate signage will also be required to help visitors navigate the site. This signage

should conform to the RASC-USP-GOL.
2.3 Quality of an Urban Sky

The night sky above an urban area will be much brighter than above a rural site. Indeed the
sky glow in a city can be so bright as to permit the reading of a newspaper on a non-
illuminated street. This sky glow is caused by artificial light that shines directly into the sky
or scatters off the ground. Dust raised by traffic will also scatter this light and will further

degrade the sky quality over a city.

If glare is minimized, the sky glow will generally be the limiting factor to how many stars

will be visible. This sky glow can be measured using a Sky Quality Meter™ (SQM) from
Unihedron, Inc. A reading of the sky glow above the USP (the zenith) may be used to

assess the quality of the site. '

The amount of sky glow may be measured and monitored over time to assess any
improvement in lighting conditions.

RASC USP GUIDELINES, Autumn 2009
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3.0 URBAN STAR PARK (USP) GUIDELINES

The establishment of a USP is a partnership between the Park management, local stargazers
and astronomers, and it requires their active support. There are two principal requirements

for a USP:

l. anacceptable lighting protocol, and
2. an active outreach program.

The lighting protocol is published in a separate document (RASC-USP-GOL). This section
outlines what programs should be in place to satisfy the guidelines for the establishment of

a USP.

The RASC may choose to waive or amend and of these guidelines for a specific application
provided that the integrity of the USP programme is not jeopardized

3.1 Administrative Requirements

The Park should be available for stargazing and astronomy after dark. Therefore, the Park
should be accessible to the public after normal operating hours to encourage viewing of the
night sky.

In order to be an effective area to view the sky, the designated USP should have an area
large enough for un-shielded lighting fixtures to be hidden from view from within the Park.

The night sky quality should be sufficient for the local astronomy group to recommend the
site as an USP and to use the area for outreach activities.

| >
i Shielding +* Shielding

Trees and ~A Trees and
Bushes

Bushes

4

I BUFFER

Urban Bulidings USP Core

USP BOUNDARY

The quality of the sky should be quantified by a zenith Sky Quality Meter reading
(Unihedron, Inc). This reading will become part of the USP designation: RASC-USP-
XX_X. where the last set of numbers refers to the best SQM reading obtained at that site (in
units of “magnitudes / arcsecond™).

A buffer zone shall encompass the USP Core in order for light fixtures in non-designated
Jreds to be out of view behind buildings, berms, coniferous hushes or trees. These should

RASC USP GUIDELINES, Autumn 2009
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also shield the USP Core from the lights of buildings outside the Buffer Zone of the USP
and car headlights along adjacent roads.

In order for the Park to be protected from the future encroachment of light from beyond the

Park boundaries, there should be a municipal policy or bylaw to help protect the area from
the increase in glare or light trespass over the USP from municipal, commercial and private

lighting.
Upon the award of the Designation, the USP should display a sign identifying it as a RASC
USP.

3.2 Lighting Protocol for USPs

Lighting in and near the USP should conform to the RASC USP li
USP-GOL). This document is freely available from the RASC.

ghting protocol (RASC-

The lighting protocol is a guideline to limit the maximum amount of artificial lighting
within a USP and its Buffer Zone, and it limits the area of impact. Without such a protocol,
there may be no limit on the type and level of lighting that could be introduced into the

Park.

3.3 Outreach Program

There should be two major activities in the USP Outreach Program. The goal of these
Outreach Activities is to both protect the Park and improve the darkness of the sky above it.
The Park will benefit with increased usage of the Park facilities and by increasing its public

visibility as an important area for public activities.

The Park should have an active outreach program consisting of two general activities. The
first activity should be public outreach and the second activity should be Municipal

outreach.

3.3.1 Public Outreach Activity

Park Recreation Planning Representative, with the support and assistance of local
astronomy groups, should promote public observing sessions of the night sky from within

the Park.

Literature should be made available to the public at these observing sessions and in kiosks
(if available) at the Park. As part of the Outreach Program, signage and informatijon should
be visible to site visitors. The signage should conform to the RASC-USP-GOL Lighting

Protocol. Astronomy and light pollution information may be obtained from the Royal
Astronomical Society of Canada on a cost recovery basis.

3.3.2  Municipal Outreach Activity

Park Recreation Planning Representative, with the support and assistance of local
astronomy groups, should give presentations to the Municipality promoting the use of full
cut-off fixtures and lower illumination levels in order to protect and improve the quality of
the night sky over the Park. Presentation materials may be obtained free of charge from the

RASC.

RASC USP GUIDELINES, Autumn 2009
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Park Recreation Planning Representative and local stargazers and astronomers should
regularly raise the issue of urban light pollution in the media and in the business

community.

3.4 Nomination Process

An independent sponsor is required for the proposed DSP. However, Planning
Representative and staff of remote sites may also nominate and submit nomination
packages for consideration. Sponsors may be local astronomy groups, astronomers or other

ion Planning Representative and sponsors shall submit to

community groups. Park Recreati
the RASC documentation listed in Table 3.2 and other materials that may be requested by

the RASC-LPAC to help them judge the suitability of the proposed area.

The information in Table 3.2 is to document the initial site in terms of the night sky quality
and lighting fixtures in the Park and Buffer Zone. Support of the municipality is a strong

asset in the nomination process.

The nomination should also include plans and schedules to up-grade any deficiencies in the

current lighting plan for the site. Annual SQM (Sky Quality Meter, Unihedron, Inc.)
readings should be included with the submission document the improvement or degradation

of the site.

A Park may be a portion of a larger area that may not comply with the USP requirements,
however plans should be submitted detailing how and when these adjacent areas will be up-

graded to comply with the USP lighting protocol.

Upon the award of the Designation, the USP may display a sign identifying it as a RASC
USP.

The following paragraphs explain the requirements outlined in Table 3.1 on page 7 and 8.

1. Statement of compliance to the Lighting Protocol
The lighting protocol is designed to minimize the contamination of the area by artificial

lighting. It addresses the needs of wildlife and astronomers. The entire park may not
conform to this protocol, but is expected that the USP area shall conform prior to becoming
a USP. Non-conforming areas can be designated as a buffer zone. Lighting conformance in
the buffer zone must be budgeted and scheduled within the next fiscal year.

2. Scale Map of USP and surroundings

.

The RASC web site requires sufficient maps and directions to promote the USP. These
maps must show the context of the site with respect to the region, including access roads. A
map must also show with labels the park boundary, extent of the USP buffer zone under the
Park Recreation Planning Representative’s control and the specific USP area within the
park. These maps can be updated as the USP area is permitted to expand with improved

reduced lighting.

3. Zenith SOM (location of reading marked on map)
Experienced observers will use the sky quality measurements to rate the quality of the site.

These reading will also be used to benchmark sky glow in the area. Subsequent readings
will Jocument improvements over time.
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4. Existing Light Fixture Inventory within the proposed Park and Buffer Zone
This information should be presented in tabular form. Locations of light fixtures should be

plotted and referenced on supporting maps.

5. Current Lighting Plan for the Park
All non-conforming lighting fixtures should be scheduled for removal, replacement, or

modification. A schedule for this work should accompany the submission. This work
should be scheduled before the end of the next fiscal year.

6. Public Outreach Plan (education) ;
Kiosks and public outreach programs should inform the public of the need for reducing

light pollution. Park staff should provide information on the elements of scotobiology and
how light pollution impacts our view of the night sky. This is done through public
stargazing sessions, guided night walks and written literature available to visitors, The
illumination design of the park should provide good examples of how lighting can be used

S0 as to minimize its impact the nocturnal environment.

7. Municipal Outreach Plan (for USP site prolection)

The surrounding urban area is the sources of glare and sky glow in a park. In order to
protect the USP from the encroachment of external lighting, the growth of light pollution
around the Park must be reduced. Therefore the Park Recreation Planning Representative
must discuss the problem of glare and sky glow over the park from the municipality. The
goal is for the municipality to develop a lighting policy that limits the increase in light
pollution and reduces the per capita light pollution. Improvements can be readily measured
with a Sky Quality Meter (Unihedron). The submission should indicate the commencement
of talks with the municipality and demonstrate progress in the principle of reducing light

pollution.

8. Images of USP site (showing tree height, bushes, buildings, erc.)

There are two purposes for these images. They will be used for promotion of the site on the
RASC web page. The assembled sets of images should be panoramas of the site showing
the horizon with the cardinal directions marked. They will show potential visitors what the
site looks like. They will also document the existence of sky glow around the horizon. They
will be used as a benchmark to which future images can be compared to show improvement
or degradation of the site. The day and light panoramas should be presented with the same

scale so they can be compared.

Table 3.1 USP Nomination Documentation List

Statement of compliance to the Lighting Protocol (RASC-USP-GOL)

Scale Map of USP and surroundings
Zenith SQM (location of reading marked on map)
[ Existing Light Fixture Inventory within the proposed Park and Buffer Zone

| Current Lighting Plan for the Park

f Public Outreach Plan (education)

e
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Municipal Outreach Plan (for USP site protection)
Images of USP site for day and night (showing tree height, bushes, buildings, etc.)

3.5 Revision to Designation

iew the USP designation due to changes in the lighting
daries. If the USP is deemed to be no longer viable by the
he USP designation should be removed.

It may become necessary to rev
within or beyond the USP boun
sponsors of the Park, signage referring to t

4.0 RASC SUPPORT OF USPs

The RASC encourages its members to sponsor a local USP. On request, the RASC may
provide electronic files of outreach materials to the Park and they will provide these
materials on a cost recovery basis. These materials may be in the form of digital files,
printed items (maps and brochures), DVDs or CD-ROMs.

media and to all RASC members when

The RASC will also promote the USP in the
rm of information

opportunities arise. The RASC will provide promotional support in the fo
on the RASC-LPAC web site.

4.1 Naming of USP

The USP designation shall be used to develop
USP and may include a single or multiple municipalities and private partners. Therefore,
the USP designation shall usually refer to the municipal location as may be identified on a
road map (to assist visitors not familiar with the area to locate the site), however the name
of the USP shall be determined by the RASC in consulation with the nominating
organization. In the case of existing well-known parks the USP would most likely be
named after the park itself. In most cases, one organization may have taken the lead in the
nomination process. In recognition of this initiative and effort, this organization will also be

identified.

5.0 REFERENCES
Royal Astronomical Society of Canada, Urban Star Park Guidelines for Outdoor Lighting

(RASC-USP-GOL)

a commitment from the region around the

Ecological Consequences of Artificial Night Lighting,
C. Rich, T. Longcore, Island Press, 2006
ISBN 1-55963-129-5

Light Pollution and the Protection of the Night Environment
Pierantonio Cinzano, Ed. 202, ISBN 88-88517-01-4
www_lightpollution.it/istil/Venice/

Illumination Engineering Society of North America (IESNA)
[ESNA Lighting Handbook, 9™ edition

RASC USP GUIDELINES, Autumn 1009




RASC-LPAP

APPENDIX

SCOTOBIOLOGY: THE BIOLOGY OF THE DARK

An outline for public information prepared by Dr. R.G.S. Bidwell, Wallace, NS, 2008

What is Scotobiology?

The concept of scotobiology as a science was developed at a conference on light
pollution held in Muskoka, Ontario, in 2003. It was recognised that the underlying
principle was the deleterious effect of light pollution on the operation of biological systems,
ranging from their biochemistry and physiology to their social behaviour. Scotobiology is
the study of biological systems that require nightly darkness for their effective
performance; systems that are inhibited or prevented from operating by light.

Why is Scotobiology important?

Virtually all biological systems evolved in an environment of alternating light and
darkness. Furthermore, the light/dark periods in temperate zones vary with the seasons.
Organisms have evolved to use the variations in the length of day and night to integrate
their physiological and social behaviour with the seasons. Many organisms measure
specifically the length of the night, and light pollution may prevent them from determining
the season, with serious or deadly consequences. For this reason light pollution is
recognised as being a major component of global pollution, and scotobiology, the study of
its specific effects on organisms, has now become an important branch of biological

research.

Summary of specific scotobiological responses

Insects: Insects tend to fly towards light. Light pollution thus causes insects to
concentrate around bright lights at night with several serious consequences. First, they
become easy prey for birds and predacious insects. Insect numbers are reduced by their
disorientation and death around lights, and also because they are concentrated where
natural predators have an unnatural advantage to capture them. This reduction in insect
populations has been found to affect the populations of animals not strongly attracted to
light, including frogs, salamanders, bats, some birds and small mammals. In addition, the
mating and breeding habits of some insects require darkness, so that light pollution can
interfere or prohibit normal reproduction. Finally, the migration habits and paths of many
insects are affected by light pollution with resulting population depletion. The huge piles
of dead insects such as mayflies that are found under streetlights in springtime give some

idea of the extent of damage such lights can cause.

Birds: Many birds are powerfully attracted to lights, and over a hundred million birds
die from collisions with illuminated structures in North America alone every year. The
actual loss of bird populations is hard to calculate, but it is significantly large. Furthermore,
as with insects, bird migration patterns may be affected by light pollution because the birds
may become disoriented and unable to follow their normal flight paths. Finally, the
concentration of birds around lights also encourages animals and birds of prey that feed on
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smaller birds, resulting in still further reductions in the population numbers of migrating
birds.

Animals: The behaviour of many animals is seriously affected by light pollution.
Mating, hunting and feeding habits of wolves and other large animals are altered, with
resulting decreases in population. Salamanders, frogs and other amphibians, many of
which are already under serious threat from chemical pollution, are subject to impacts from
even low levels of artificial night lighting on their physiology, ecology, behaviour and
evolution. It is very likely that the behaviour of many if not most of our wild animals is
similarly and negatively affected by even low levels of light pollution.

Plants: Plants are seriously affected by light pollution. Probably the most important
aspects of a plant’s reaction to and interpretation of darkness are expressed in its
developmental behaviour: flowering, dormancy and the onset of senescence. The plant’s
ability to measure and respond to day length is crucial in enabling it to dovetalil its
developmental behaviour with the seasons. We are all aware of “long-day” and “short-day”
plants. What is not so widely known is that plants do not measure or react to the length of
the day. Instead, they measure and respond to night length, i.e. the duration of darkness.
So short-day plants really require long nights, and should properly be called long-night
plants. The problem for short-day/long-night plants arises from the fact that if they are
illuminated briefly during a long night, they interpret the event as if they had experienced
two short nights, rather than one long night with an interruption. As a result, their
flowering and developmental patterns may be completely interrupted. Short-day plants
normally bloom in the fall, as the days shorten, and they respond to the lengthening nights
to initiate the onset of flowering. As the nights further lengthen, they begin a period of
which enables them to withstand the rigours of winter. Thus, if the nights are
consequences can be severe or deadly. Furthermore, the
f nightly illumination is cumulative. It follows that light
on a nightly basis, can seriously affect the
e — of short-day (long-

dormancy,
interrupted by light pollution, the
effect of successive experiences 0
pollution, particularly if it is repetitive
development, flowering and dormancy — and so the very existenc

night) plants.

Human Health: Humans, like other animals, are affected by nightly light pollution, and
human health is more severely affected by light pollution than is generally realised. Human
~ hormone regulation, physiology and behaviour evolved in a diurnal pattern of day and
night. The normal operation of wake/sleep cycles, hormone cycles, the immune system and
other biochemical behaviour, depends on the daily alternation of light and dark, and may be
severely damaged by nighttime illumination. It has been shown that the human immune

ing the day to produce antibodies that protect the body

system works more strongly duri
against microbial invasion, which is normally more likely to occur during the activities of

the day. At night the immune system switches from a defensive to a repair mode, and killer
cells then become more active in attacking tumours as well as infections that may not have
been successfully prevented during the day. Light pollution may thus compromise the
operation of human hormone and immune systems leading to increased incidence of cancer
and other diseases, as well as to other physical as well as psychological disorders including
mental illness, psychiatric instability, and such problems as seasonal depression (SAD).
This means that even turning on a night-light or bedside lamp may have negative effects on
a person’s health. This may have little relevance to light pollution in parks, but it is
important to note that bright lights in camp-sites may be unhealthy to humans as well as to
the wildlife inhabitants ot the park
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Sociology: Human sociology is affected by light pollution. It is now commonplace to
y the fact that few people alive today have had the opportunity to experience

be concerned b
the glory of the night sky. This is sad for citizens of “advanced” or wealthy countries, but it

is a serious loss of the cultural heritage of aboriginal peoples and those who live (or lived)
under natural and unpolluted conditions. The darkness of the night and the ability to
commune with the natural beauty of the moon and stars and the glories of the aurora are
necessary for the well-being and sociological wholeness of native peoples all over the
world. Most of those who live in places like Canada and the United States of America can
no longer experience the wholeness of dark skies. Parks that emphasise dark skies are thus

an essential part of our human and environmental heritage.

Astronomy: It hardly needs to be mentioned that astronomy depends on dark skies and
the virtual absence of light pollution. Both the importance and cost of astronomical
research to our present society are very high, and are as important as environmental

concerns for the control of light pollution.
Prospects for abatement of light pollution: the importance of public opinion

Public pressure is the surest way to reduce light pollution. This will assist releasing
more funds for basic research in scotobiology, and for helping to develop legislation to
control light pollution if that is found to be necessary. Light pollution can be controlled by
reducing unnecessary lighting, focussing required lighting where needed rather than shining
it in every direction, and the use of directional light shades where appropriate. Lower
levels of illumination are often advantageous, and have been found to provide better safety
and protection for pedestrians than the normally used bright streetlights. All these
approaches are already being developed and put to use, but the continued application of
public pressure is essential to reduce not only the actual light pollution and the cost in
dollars for unnecessary lights, but also to reduce the environmental pollution that results
from making the electricity to power them. Anything that can be done to stimulate public
appreciation of the dangers and costs of light pollution will be well worth the effort.

If there are further questions about scotobiology, please call:
Dr. R.G.S. (Tony) Bidwell: (902) 257-2035; or e-mail: ts@ns.sympatico.ca
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----- Oniginal Message-----

From: Donna White [mailto:dwhitelw@rogers.com)
Sent: February 19, 2010 11:22 AM

To: Miller, David

Cc: Donna & Bill White

Subject: Public Meeting Langstaff Gateway
Importance: High

Mr. David Miller

Public Meeting Langstaff Gateway File number SD-03-116189
William White 239 Romfield Circuit
Donna White Thornhill, Ont. L3T 3J5

Many years ago, possibly 1987 and before the 407 ramps and Langstaff Road were built
on this proposed area up for amendment, we submitted a letter of opposition to part of

this area ever being used for residential buildings.

The area being the woodlot north of what is now Langstaff Road, south of what was
then Highway # 7, east of Bayview Avenue and the west road that allowed entrance into
the cemetery by coming south from Highway # 7. (I have forgotten the name) Maybe it

was Sussex.

‘The Town of Markham responded to our opposition by stating this would remain a
woodlot and there would be no residential buildings or commercial buildings on this

particular woodlot.

Therefore our position has not changed and we want this to remain as a permanent
(Green) woodlot and strongly oppose any change for this particular area.

Also there is an underpass already built under the 407 Highway and Highway # 7
opposite Cedar Ave, running north from Langstaff Road into Richmond Hill which
appears to be sealed and enclosed with a chain link fence at present. If this is so why is
this not shown on this proposed Official Plan Amendment?

Please accept this email as our formal written submission, stating our objection to any
revised plan for the above named woodlot.

William WHITE
Donna WHITE



Carroll, Judy

From: bdefreitas@richmondhill ca
Sent: February 26, 2010 11:09 AM
To: Carroll, Judy; Webster. John

Cc: pfreeman@richmondhili ca; abassios@richmondhill.ca; plee@richmendhill ca;
kkwan@nchmondhill ca; ggalanis@richmondhill.ca; dbarrow@richmondhill.ca;
Council Members TRH@richmondhill.ca: bryan.tuckey@york ca: Heather Konefat@york.ca; Bawd,
Jim: Shuttleworth, Valerie; John Zipay@vaughan ca, Diana.Birchall@vaughan ca;
drmclarty@richmondhill ca; geollier@richmondhill.ca

Comments on the Markham Langstaff Master Plan and Proposed Official Plan Amendment and
Secondary Plan

Subject:

Good morning,

Please find attached comments with respect to the Markham Langstaff Master Plan and Proposed Official Plan
Amendment and Secondary Plan for the Langstaff Area.

Regards,

Brian De Fretas MCIP, RPP

Pianner It - Pchoy

Planning and Development

Town of Richmond Hill

225 East Beaver Creek Road, Richmond Hill
P 2305-771-2536

F,905-771-2404

= Please consider the enviFonment before prining s email.
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